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STORM DRAINAGE MASTER 
CALCULATIONS FOR: 
City 'of Caldwell 
Engineering Dept. 
MONTECITO PARK NO.1 
Caldwell, Idaho 
September 10, 2003 
REVISED 1/22/04 
AS PREPARED BY: 
Earl, Mason & Stanfield, Inc. 
314 Badiola St. 
Caldwell, Idaho 83605 
(208) 454-0256 
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Flow for the basin areas are calculated using the Rational Method. The "C" coefficient used in the 
calculations is based on weighted values as shown. The City of Caldwell requires conveyance facilities to be 
designed for a 25-year return frequency storm and the worst case condition between 10 minutes and 24 
hours. The worst case storm for flow is the 10-minute duration. 
PIPE SIZING AND HYDRAULIC GRADE CALCULATIONS 
These calculations employ the Manning Equation. The hydraulic grade is based on calculated flow and 
selected pipe size. 
RETENTION VOLUME CALCULATIONS 
Retention volume is based on the 100 year storm over the worst case condition between 10 minutes and 24 
hours. The worst case storm duration is calculated on the sheet following the detention volume calculations. 
POND VOLUME CALCULATIONS 
The pond volume calculations are based on an average of the water surface area and the pond bottom area. 
applied over the design pond depth. Also included in this section are percolation calculations. Percolation 
. volume calculations are based on the percolation rate over the worst-case duration. The percolation rate is 
based on a soils classification of sand at the groundwater level. A rate of 8 in/hr was used. A sand filter will 





V=1.49R213S1/2 / n 
EQUATIONS USED IN CALCULATIONS 
where: Q = Runoff Rate, cfs 
C = Runoff Coefficient 
i = Storm Intensity, in.lhr. 
A = Basin Area(s), acres 
where: V = Velocity, fps 
R = Hydraulic Radius, ft. 
S = Channel Slope, ft.lft. 
n = Manning Roughness Coefficient 
PERCOLATION VOLUME (SCS TRIANGULAR UNIT HYDROGRAPH METHOD) 
V={Area)(Perc. rate)(t )1 (12)(60) 
ORIFICE EQUATION 
where: V = Volume, cu. ft. 
Area = Infiltration bed area, sf 
Perc. rate = percolation rate, in/hr 
t = worst-case duration, min. 
Q=(Coefficient)(3.1416 x Radius2)(64.4 x Head)ll2 
OTHER EQUATIONS USED 
Q=VA 
where: Head=W.S.E. - Center of Orifice 
=81.50-78.14 
=3.4' 
where: Q = Flow, cfs 
V = Velocity, fps 
A = Cross Sectional Area, sq. ft. 
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AREA 1 (ORYWELL 1) 
WORST CASE STORM POND VOLUME, 25-yr 
BASIN AREA 5.30 acres 
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT (C) 0.5 weighted 
PERCOLATION RATE 5 in/hr 
PERCOLATION AREA 2597 sf 
SYSTEM VOID SPACE 6831 cf, 
OFFSITE DISCHARGE ' 0 cfs, to waste ditch 
PEAK MIN. 
25YR PEAK' LESS FLOW VOIDS PERC POND· 
DURATION DURATION INTENSITY* FLOW VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME 
(min) (hrs) (InIhr) (cfs) (cf) (cf) (cf) (cf) 
0 0.00 0 6,831 0 0 
1 0.02 2,239 6,831 18 0 
2 0.03 2,728 , 36 0 
5 0.08 3,543 6,831 90 0 & 
~o:-'fr-" 3,578 6,831 faa a 
15 0.25 4,846 6,831 271 0 
20 0.33 5,261 6,831 361 0 \,-. 
25 0.42 1.41 5,607 6,831 451 0 0' ~ \l~\ 
30 0.50 1.24 5,906 6.831 541 0 ~-
35 0.58 1.11 6.171 6.831 631 0 
.... "t-
\ 
40 0.67 1.01 6,411 6,831 721 0 
45 0.75 0.93 2.455 6,630· 6.831 812 0 
50 0.83 0.86 2.277 2.277 6,832 6,831 902 0 
55 0.92 0.80 2.127 2.127 7,020 6,831 992 0 
60 1.00 0.75 1.999 1.999 7,197 6,831 ,1.082 ' 0 
80 1.33 0.61 1.627 1.627 7.812 6,831 1,443 0 
100 1.67 0.52 1.388 1.388 8,325 6,831 1,803 0 
120 2.00 0.46 1.218 1.218 8,770 6,831 2,164 0 
150 2.50 0.39 1.038 1.038 9,346 6.831 2,705 0 
180 3.00 0.34 0.912 0.912 9.845 6,831 3,246 0 
210 3.50 0.31 0.816 0.816 10,287 6.831 3,787 0 
240 4.00 0.28 0.742 0.742 10,687 6,831 4,328 0 
300 5.00 0.24 0.633 0.633 11,389 6,831 5,410 0 
360 6.00 0.21 0.555 0.555 11,997 6,831 6,493 0 
420 7.00 0.19 0.497 0.497 12,536 6,831 7,575 0 
480 8.00 0.17 0.452 0.452 13,022 6,831 8,657 0 
540 9.00 0.16 0.416 0.416 13,467 6,831 9,739 0 
600 10.00 0.14 0.371 0.371 13,356 6,831 10,821 0 
660 11.00 0.13 0.345 0.345 13,642 6,831 11,903 0 
720 12.00 0.12 0.318 0.318 13,738 6,831 12,985 0 
780 13.00 0.11 0.284 0.284 13,278 6,831 14,067 0 
840 14.00 0.10 0.269 0.269 13,562 6,831 15,149 0 
900 15.00 0.10 0.256 0.256 13,831 6,831 16,231 0 
960 16.00 0.09 0.245 0.245 14,088 6,831 17,313 0 
1020 17.00 0.09 0.234 0.234 14,334 6,831 18,395 0 
1080 18.00 0.08 0.225 0.225 14,569 6,831 19,478 0 
1140 19.00 0.08 0.216 0.216 14,796 6,831 20,560 0 
1200 20.00 0.08 0.209 0.209 15,014 6.831 21,642 0 
1260 21.00 0.08 0.201 0.201 15,224 6,831 22,724 0 
1320 22.00 0.07 0.195 0.195 15,427 6,831 23,806 0 
1380 23.00 0.07 0.189 0.189 15,624 6,831 24,888 0 
1440 , 24.00 0.07 0.183 0.183 15,815 6.831 25,970 0 
.. Intensity based on best fit equation from IDF curves. I =(14.08 x Duration,o.7148) 
JY1003SD-2.xls 
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AREA 1 (DRYWELL 1 W/OVERFLOW) 
TOTAL STORAGE REQ'D= 
WORST CASE STORM DURATION 
OFFSITE DISCHARGE 
POND VOLUME CALCULATION 





POND WATER SURFACE AREA = 
POND TOP BANK ELEV = 
o sf 
0.00 ft 
POND WATER SURFACE ELEV = 
POND INVERT ELEV = 
SEASONAL GROUND WATER = 
0.00 (one foot below cb grate) 
0.00 
POND FREEBOARD = 
INVERT TO GROUND H20 = 
POND DEPTH = 





SAND FILTER BOTTOM PERCOLATION CALCULATION 
PERCOLATION SURFACE AREA = 
PERCOLATION RATE = 
r-olsf 
~inlhr 
POND PERCOLATION VOLUME = 
INFILTRATION BED CALCULATION 
o cf 
(SAND FIL TER) 
o cf at 1440 minutes 
INFILTRATION AREA = 
RAINSTORE DEPTH = 
SAND BED DEPTH = 
VOID SPACE IN SAND= 
2597 sf (bottom only) 
2 ft (excl. 3" base) 
3ft 
VOID SPACE IN RAINSTORE= 




VOLUME IN VOIDS = 6831 cf 
PERCOLATION VOLUME = 25974 cf 
INFILTRATION BED STORAGE = 32805 cf 
RAlNSTORE 
SAND 
TOTAL STORED VOLUME = 32805 cf at 1440 minutes 
> 15815 cf at 1440 minutes 
THEREFORE STORAGE IS ADEQUATE 
TIME REQUIRED TO DISSIPATE VOLUME AT 1440 MINUTES 
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AREA 2 & 3 (DRYWELL 2) 
WORST CASE STORM POND VOLUME, 100-yr 
BASIN AREA 7.60 acres 
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT (C) 0.5 weighted 
PERCOLATION RATE 5.00 in/hr 
PERCOLATION AREA 3748 sf 
SYSTEM VOID SPACE 13381 cf 
OFFSITE DISCHARGE o cfs, to waste ditch 
PEAK MIN. 
100YR PEAK LESS FLOW VOIDS PERC POND 
DURATION DURATION INTENSITY* FLOW DISCH. VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME 
(min) (hrs) (inlhr) (cfs) (cfs) (cf) (cf) (cf) (cf) 
0 0.00 0.000 0.000 0 13,381 0 0 
1 0.02 19.85 75.419 75.419 4,525 13,381 26 0 
2 0.03 11.91 45.269 45.269 5,432 13,381 52 0 
5 0.08 6.07 23.055 23.055 6,916 13,381 130 0 
10 0.17 3.64 13.838 13.838 8,303 13,381 260 0 
15 0.25 2.70 10.266 10.266 9,240 13,381 390 0 
20 0.33 2.19 8.306 8.306 9,967 13,381 521 0 
25 0.42 1.85 7.048 7.048 10,571 13,381 651 0 
30 0.50 1.62 6.162 6.162 11,092 13,381 781 0 
35 0.58 1.45 5.501 5.501 11,552 13,381 911 0 
40 0.67 1.31 4.986 4.986 11,966 13,381 1,041 0 
45 0.75 1.20 4.571 4.571 12,343 13,381 1,171 0 
50 0.83 1.11 4.230 4.230 12,691 13,381 1,301 0 
55 0.92 1.04 3.943 3.943 13,013 13,381 1,432 0 
60 1.00 0;97 3.699 3.699 13,315 13,381 1,562 0 
80 1.33 0.79 2.993 2.993 14,364 13,381 2,082 0 
100 1.67 0.67 2.539 2.539 15,235 13,381 2,603 0 
120 2.00 0.58 2.220 2.220 15,985 13,381 3,123 0 
150 2.50 0.50 1.884 1.884 16,953 13,381 3,904 0 
180 3.00 0.43 1.647 1.647 17,788 13,381 4,685 0 
210 3.50 0.39 1.470 1.470 18,525 13,381 5,466 0 
240 4.00 0.35 1.333 1.333 19,189 13,381 6,247 0 
300 5.00 0.30 1.131 1.131 20,352 13,381 7,808 0 
360 6.00 0.26 0.989 0.989 21,354 13,381 9,370 0 
420 . 7.00 0.23 0.883 0.883 22,239 13,381 10,932 0 
480 8.00 0.21 0.800 0.800 23,036 13,381 12,493 0 
540 9.00 0.19 0.733 0.733 23.762 13,381 14,055 0 
600 10.00 0.18 0.679 0.679 24,432 13,381 15,617 0 
660 11.00 0.17 0.633 0.633 25,053 13,381 17,178 0 
720 12.00 0.16 0.593 0.593 25,634 13,381 18,740 0 
780 13.00 0.15 0.559 0.559 26,181 13,381 20,302 0 
840 14.00 0.14 0.523 0.523 26,334 13,381 21,863 0 
900 15.00 0.13 0.487 0.487 26,286 13.381 23,425 0 
960 16.00 0.12 0.451 0.451 26,003 13,381 24,987 0 
1020 17.00 0.11 0.427 0.427 26,140 13.381 26,548 0 
1080 18.00 0.11 0.403 00403 26,101 13,381 28,110 0 
1140 19.00 0.10 0.383 0.383 26,200 13,381 29,672 0 
1200 20.00 0.10 0.364 0.364 26,238 13,381 31,233 0 
1260 21.00 0.09 0.346 0.346 26,142 13,381 32,795 0 
1320 22.00 0.09 0.336 0.336 26,575 . 13,381 34,357 0 
1380 23.00 0.09 0.326 0.326 26.965 13,381 35,918 0 
1440 24.00 0.08 0.315 0.315 27,251 13,381 37,480 0 
* Intensity based on best fit equation from IDF curves. 1= (19.847 x Duration,o.736) 
, 
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AREA 2 & 3 (ORYWELL 2) 
27,251 cf TOTAL STORAGE REQ'D= 
WORST CASE STORM DURATION 
OFFSITE DISCHARGE 
1 ,440 minutes 
0.00 cfs 
POND VOLUME CALCULATION 
POND BOTTOM AREA = 
POND WATER SURFACE AREA = 
POND TOP BANK ELEV = 
POND WATER SURFACE ELEV = 
POND INVERT ELEV = 
STATIC GROUND WATER = 
POND FREEBOARD = 
INVERT TO GROUND H20 = 
POND DEPTH = 








0.00 ft (backfill with C33 sand) 
0.00 ft 
Oct 
SAND FILTER BOTTOM PERCOLATION CALCULATION 
PERCOLATION SURFACE AREA = 
PERCOLATION RATE = 
r-oJsf (sand filter only) 
~in/hr (SAND FILTER) 
POND PERCOLATION VOLUME = a cf at 1440 minutes 
INFILTRATION BED CALCULATION 
INFILTRATION AREA = 
RAINSTORE DEPTH = 
SAND BED DEPTH = 
VOID SPACE IN SAND= 
VOID SPACE IN RAINSTORE= 
PERCOLATION RATE = 
3748 sf (bottom) 





VOLUME IN VOIDS = 13381 cf 
PERCOLATION VOLUME = 37480 cf 
INFILTRATION BED STORAGE = 50861 cf 
RAINSTORE 
SAND 
TOTAL STORED VOLUME = 50861 cf at 1440 minutes 
> 27251 cfat 1440 minutes 
THEREFORE STORAGE IS ADEQUATE 
TIME REQUIRED TO DISSIPATE VOLUME AT 1440 MINUTES 
TIME = 17 hours (Based on 1 OO-yr event) 
. .~ .... ' :-":,';~'" '~','. :,'. .. .',. . '."-' 
W L 
43.29 . 86.58 
43.29 86.58 
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AVIATION WAY (NORTH) 
WORST CASE STORM POND VOLUME, 25-yr 
BASIN AREA 0.80 acres (13.9 acres of pre. Developed) 
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT (C) 0.83 weighted 
PERCOLATION RATE 5 in/hr 
PERCOLATION AREA 472 sf 
VOID SPACE 920 cf, 
OFFSITE DISCHARGE 0.278 cfs, to waste ditch 
PEAK MIN. 
25YR PEAK LESS FLOW VOIDS PERC POND 
DURATION DURATION INTENSITY" FLOW DISCH. VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME 
(min) (hrs) (inlhr) (cfs) (cfs) (cf) (cf) (cf) (cf) 
0 0.00 0.000 0.000 0 920 0 0 
1 0.02 14.08 9.349 9.071 544 920 3 0 
2 0.03 8.58 5.696 5.418 650 920 7 0 
5 0.08 4.46 2.959 2.681 804 920 16 0 
10 0.17 2.25 1.494 1.216 730 920 33 0 
15 0.25 2.03 1.349 1.071 964 920 49 0 
20 0.33 1.65 1.098 0.820 985 920 66 0 
25 0.42 1.41 0.937 0.659 988 920 82 0 
30 0.50 1.24 0.822 0.544 979 920 98 0 
35 0.58 1.11 0.736 0.458 962 920 115 0 
40 0.67 1.01 0.669 0.391 939 920 131 0 
45 0.75 0.93 0.615 0.337 911 920 148 0 
50 0.83 0.86 0.571 0.293 878 920 164 0 
55 0.92 0.80 0.533 0.255 842 920 180 0 
60 1.00 0.75 0.501 0.223 802 920 197 0 
80 1.33 0.61 0.408 0.130 623 920 262 0 
100 1.67 0.52 0.348 0.070 418 920 328 0 
120 2.00 0.46 0.305 0.027 196 920 393 0 
150 2.50 0.39 0.260 -0.018 -160 920 492 0 
180 3.00 0.34 0.228 -0.050 -536 920 590 0 
210 3.50 0.31 0.205 -0.073 -925 920 688 0 
240 4.00 0.28 0.186 -0.092 -1,326 920 787 0 
300 5.00 0.24 0.159 -0.119 -2,150 920 983 0 
360 6.00 0.21 0.139 -0.139 -2,999 920 1.180 0 
420 7.00 0.19 0.125 -0.153 -3,865 920 1,377 0 
480 8.00 0.17 0.113 -0.165 -4,743 920 1,573 0 
540 9.00 0.16 0.104 -0.174 -5,633 920 1,770 0 
600 10.00 0.14 0.093 -0.185 -6,661 920 1,967 0 
660 11.00 0.13 0.086 -0.192 -7,591 920 2,163 0 
720 12.00 0.12 0.080 -0.198 -8,567 920 2,360 0 
780 13.00 0.11 0.071 -0.207 -9,683 920 2,557 0 
840 14.00 0.10 0.067 -0.211 -10,613 920 2,753 0 
900 15.00 0.10 0.064 -0.214 -11,546 920 2,950 0 
960 16.00 0.09 0.061 -0.217 -12,483 920 3,147 0 
1020 17.00 0.09 0.059 -0.219 -13,422 920 3,343 0 
1080 18.00 0.08 0.056 -0.222 -14,364 920 3,540 0 
1140 19.00 0.08 0.054 -0.224 -15,308 920 3,737 0 
1200 20.00 0.08 0.052 -0.226 -16,254 920 3,933 0 
1260 21.00 0.08 0.050 -0.228 -17,202 920 4,130 0 
1320 22.00 0.07 0.049 -0.229 -18,152 920 4,327 0 
1380 23.00 0.07 0.047 -0.231 -19,103 920 4,523 0 
1440 24.00 0.07 0.046 -0.232 -20,056 920 4,720 0 
.. Intensity based on best fit equation from IDF curves. I =(14.08 x Duration-o.7148) 
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AVIATION WAY (NORTH) 
TOTAL STORAGE REQ'D= 
WORST CASE STORM DURATION 
OFFSITE DISCHARGE em88cf 25 minutes 0.28 efs 
POND VOLUME CALCULATION 
POND BOTTOM AREA = 
POND WATER SURFACE AREA = 




POND WATER SURFACE ELEV = 
POND INVERT ELEV = 
SEASONAL GROUND WATER = 
0.00 (one foot below eb grate) 
0.00 
POND FREEBOARD = 
INVERT TO GROUND H20 = 
POND DEPTH = 





SAND FILTER BOTTOM PERCOLATION CALCULATION 
PERCOLATION SURFACE AREA = 
PERCOLATION RATE = 
r--oIsf 
~inlhr 
POND PERCOLATION VOLUME = 
INFILTRATION BED CALCULATION 
INFILTRATION AREA = 
ROCK BED DEPTH = 
SAND BED DEPTH = 
VOID SPACE IN SAND= 
VOID SPACE IN DRAIN ROCK= 







VOLUME IN VOIDS = 920 ef 
PERCOLATION VOLUME = 82 ef 
o ef 
(SAND FILTER) 
o ef at 25 minutes 
INFILTRATION BED STORAGE = 1002 ef 
ROCK 
SAND 
TOTAL STORED VOLUME = 1002 cf at 25 minutes 








AVIATION WAY (SOUTH) ~ 
WORST CASE STORM POND VOLUME.~ 0 ~ 
(p ... O~ 
BASIN AREA 0.20 acres 
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT (C) 0.83 weighted 
J'" 1..-
PERCOLATION RATE 5 in/hr 
PERCOLATION AREA 200 sf,. 
VOID SPACE 390 cf, 
~~oti OFFSITE DISCHARGE . ~ cfs, to waste ditch ~ \.,. 2f;. ~. . 
MIN. 
25YR PEAK FLOW VOIDS PERC POND 
DURATION DURATION INTENSITY* FLOW DISC VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME 
(min) (hrs) (inlhr) (cfs) s) (ct) (ct) (ct) (ct) 
0 0.00 0.000 0.000 0 390 0 0 
1 0.02 14.08 2.337 2.337 140 390 1 0 
2 0.03 8.58 1.424 1.424 171 390 3 0 
5 0.08 4.46 0.740 0.740 222 390 7 0 
10 0.17 2.25 0.374 0.374 224 390 14 0 
15 0.25 2.03 0.337 0.337 304 390 21 0 
20 0.33 1.65 0.275 0.275 330 390 28 0 
25 0.42 1.41 0.234 0.234 351 390 35 0 
30 0.50 1.24 0.206 0.206 370 390 42 0 
35 0.58 1.11 0.184 0.184 387 390 49 0 
40 0.67 1.01 0.167 0.167 402 390 56 0 
45 0.75 0.93 .0.154 0.154 415 390 63 0 
50 0.83 0.86 0.143 0.143 428 390 69 0 
55 0.92 0.80 0.133 0.133 440 390 76 0 
60 1.00 0.75 0.125 0.125 451 390 83 0 
80 1.33 0.61 0.102 0.102 489 390 111 0 
100 1.67 0.52 0.087 0.087 522 390 139 0 
120 2.00 0.46 0.076 0.076 549 390 167 0 
150 2.50 0.39 0.065 0.065 585 390 208 0 
180 3.00 0.34 0.057 0.057 617 390 250 0 
210 3.50 0.31 0.051 0.051 644 390 292 0 
240 4.00 0.28 0.046 0.046 669 390 333 0 
300 5.00 0.24 0.040 0.040 713 390 417 0 
360 6.00 0.21 0.035 0.035 751 390 500 0 
420 7.00 0.19 0.031 0.031 785 390 583 0 
480 8.00 0.17 0.028 0.028 816 390 667 0 
540 9.00 0.16 0.026 0.026 844 390 750 0 
600 10.00 0.14 0.023 0.023 837 390 833 0 
660 11.00 0.13 0.022 0.022 855 390 917 0 
720 12.00 0.12 0.020 0.020 861 390 1,000 0 
780 13.00 0.11 0.018 0.018 832 390 1,083 0 
840 14.00 0.10 0.017 0.017 850 390 1,167 0 
900 15.00 0.10 0.016 0.016 866 390 1,250 0 
960 16.00 0.09 0.015 0.015 882 390 1,333 0 
1020 17.00 0.09 0.015 0.015 898 390 1,417 0 
1080 18.00 0.08 0.014 0.014 913 390 1,500 0 
1140 19.00 0.08 0.014 0.014 927 390 1,583 0 
1200 20.00 0.08 0.013 0.013 940 390 1,667 0 
1260 21.00 0.08 0.013 0.013 954 390 1,750 0 
1320 22.00 0.07 0.012 0.012 966 390 1,833 0 
1380 23.00 0.07 0.012 0.012 979 390 1,917 0 
1440 24.00 0.07 0.011 0.011 991 390 2,000 0 
* Intensity based on best fit equation from IDF curves. I =(14.08 x Duration.()·7146) 
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AVIATION (SOUTH) W/OVERFLOW 
TOTAL STORAGE REQ'D= 
WORST CASE STORM DURATION 
OFFSITE DISCHARGE 
POND VOLUME CALCULATION 
POND BOTTOM AREA = 
POND WATER SURFACE AREA;;;; 







POND WATER SURFACE ELEV = 
POND INVERT ELEV = 
SEASONAL GROUND WATER;;;; 
0.00 (one foot below cb grate) 
0.00 
POND FREEBOARD = 
INVERT TO GROUND H20 = 
POND DEPTH = 





SAND FILTER BOTTOM PERCOLATION CALCULATION 
PERCOLATION SURFACE AREA = 
PERCOLATION RATE = 
r---olsf 
~in/hr 
POND PERCOLATION VOLUME = 
INFILTRATION BED CALCULATION 
INFILTRATION AREA = 
ROCK BED DEPTH = 
SAND BED DEPTH = 
VOID SPACE IN SAND= 
VOID SPACE IN DRAIN ROCK= 







VOLUME IN VOIDS;;;; 390 cf 
PERCOLATION VOLUME = 2000 cf 
Oct 
(SAND FILTER) 
o cf at 1440 minutes 
INFILTRATION BED STORAGE = 2390 ef 
ROCK 
SAND 
TOTAL STORED VOLUME = 2390 ef at 1440 minutes 
> 991 cf at 1440 minutes 






PEAK FLOW CALCULATIONS FOR SUB-BASINS 
POST-DEVELOPED RUNOFF COEFFICIENT (C) = 




DROP INLET CAPACITIES: VERTICAL CURB = 
ROLLED CURB = 
AREA DATA 
4.26 cfs (depth at top of curb) 
3.15 cfs (depth at top of curb) 
r.AI r.11I.ATIONS 
SUB-BASIN SUB-BASIN CURB GUTIER AVERAGE GUTIER GUTIER TOTAL 25yr 
AREA AREA lYPE LENGTH GUTIER TIME CAPACllY TIME I Q 
# ac (V,R) It SLOPE min cfs Tc inlhr cfs 
';.l"i 
R 0.040% - 1.72 104.4 2.03 0.00 
,I.i 
R. 0.040% - 1.72 1 ... 4 _~i 0.00 
~ 0.40% - 1.72 14.4 2.03 0.00 
~I~: ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
R 0.40% - 1.72 ' 4.4 2.03 0.00 
R 0.40% - 1.72 14.4 2.03 0.00 
0.40% - 1.72 14.4 2.03/, 0.00 
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SAND AND GREASE TRAP CALCULATION 
SEDIMENT/GREASE TRAP SIZING 1 
NUMBER OF TANKS 1 
DISCHARGE (CFS) 2.64 
VELOCITY-MAXIMUM (FPS) 0.50 
REQUIRED THROAT AREA (SF) 5.28 
TANK SIZE (gal) 1,500 
TANK WIDTH (FT) 5.25 
THROAT-WIDTH (in) 13 
VELOCITY-ACTUAL (fps) 0.46 
SEDIMENT/GREASE TRAP SIZING 2&3 
NUMBER OF TANKS 
DISCHARGE (CFS) 
VELOCITY-MAXIMUM (FPS) 
REQUIRED THROAT AREA (SF) 
TANK SIZE (gal) 




Pipe Size, in., variab 
Pipe Slope, %, varia p 
Mannings, n, variabl 
Pipe Capacity, cfs 
Pipe Size, in., variat 
Pipe Slope, %, varia 
Mannings, n, variabl 
Pipe Capacity, cfs 
Pipe Size, in., variab 
Pipe Slope, %, varia p 
Mannings, n, variabl 





















S&G TRAP DETENTION TIME A 
NUMBER OF TANKS 1 
DISCHARGE (CFS) 2.64 
S&G STORAGE VOLUME (CF) 130.00 
DETENTION TIME, T (SEC) 49 
IS T>40 SEC. ? YES 
S&G TRAP DETENTION TIME B 
NUMBER OF TANKS 2 
DISCHARGE (CFS) 5.75 
S&G STORAGE VOLUME (CF) 260.00 
DETENTION TIME, T (SEC) 45 
IS T>40 SEC.? YES 
NOTE: AREA 4&6 TRAP SIZING NOT PROVIDED 
SINCE FLOW RATE IS LESS THAN TRAP NO.1 ABOVE. 
13" THROAT IS DETAILED ON PLANS 
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STORM DRAINAGE MASTER 
CALCULATIONS FOR: 
MONTECITO PARK NO.1 
Caldwell, Idaho 
September 10, 2003 
REVISED 12131103 
AS PREPARED BY: 
Earl, Mason & Stanfield, Inc. 
314 Badiola st. 
Caldwell, Idaho 83605 
(208) 454-0256 
$c..oTr - Ne e-o SPEC.l F-l'-I"\nC;)NS oN 
~ l.A-N ~ 1'\ ~ T'C',) "" t+A::r 1'1 Pe: / 
R~CE'VED JA~~2004 
o F ~A\I\I S70RJ:: LI ('I)eQ... (Ft'\'lS4tIc") 
1..-1 \ Lot.. (5 e R..e...G1.\l\ (Le..D • ALSO 
Ntae~ So",", E N0TE.. 'STl'+n N (" / 
1-k:. V.) / \.,J /-M-r ty114-f'E;tZ.1 A l... ~ I LL V 
8e- P U\c.e-o I.J N D~ ~ \NS lb(l.E . 
W \ u.... LU f\I\ Pt'Tt-T"1 C"-1 0 F Tt\-t..$ oCJ<,,~ 
MA\C-(2.IA ~ e-FFE'--T pelZ.£.. l<t\-rE..~ 
1141 COC146423 
· ••• «~.' -~ .• -_. ••.••• . .• . .••••••••• _ •••• ~ - - ~- •• -.".- •• ,. --, " - •.•.••••••.•. '~-------------""'"'''' ••••..• - ••. - - - -« _ •••• « ••••• -- ..... -. --- -- .--_. -- •••••• - -«, 
CALCULATION METHODOLOGY 
FLOW CALCULATIONS 
Flow for the basin areas are calculated using the Rational Method. The "c" coefficient used in the 
calculations is based on weighted values as shown. The City of Caldwell requires conveyance facilities to be 
designed for a 25-year return frequency storm and the worst case condition between 10 minutes and 24 
hours. The worst case storm for flow is the 1 O-minute duration. 
PIPE SIZING AND HYDRAULIC GRADE CALCULATIONS 
These calculations employ the Manning Equation. The hydraulic grade is based on calculated flow and 
selected pipe size. 
RETENTION VOLUME CALCULATIONS 
Retention volume is based on the 100 year storm over the worst case condition between 10 minutes and 24 
hours. The worst case storm duration i;S calculated on the sheet following the detention volume calculations. 
POND VOLUME CALCULATIONS 
The pond volume calculations are based on an average of the water surface area and the pond bottom area, 
applied over the design pond depth. Also included in this section are percolation calculations. Percolation 
volume calculations are based on the percolation rate over the worst-case duration. The percolation rate is 
based on a soils classification of sand at the groundwater level. A rate of 8 in/hr was used .. A sand filter will 





V=1.49R2I3S 1121 n 
EQUATIONS USED IN CALCULATIONS 
where: Q = Runoff Rate, cfs 
C = Runoff Coefficient 
i = Storm Intensity, in.lhr. 
A = Basin Area(s), acres 
where: V = Velocity, fps 
R = Hydraulic Radius, ft. 
S = Channel Slope, ft.lft. 
n = Manning Roughness Coefficient 
PERCOLATION VOLUME (SCS TRIANGULAR UNIT HYDROGRAPH METHOD) 
V=(Area)(Perc. rate)(t)/ (12)(60) 
ORIFICE EQUATION 
where: V = Volume, cu. ft. 
Area = Infiltration bed area, sf 
Perc. rate = percolation rate, in/hr 
t = worst-case duration, min. 
Q=(Coefficient)(3.1416 x Radius2)(64.4 x Head)ll2 
OTHER EQUATIONS USED 
Q=VA 
where: Head=W.S.E. - Center of Orifice 
=81.50-78.14 
=3.4' 
where: Q = Flow, cfs 
V = Velocity, fps 
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Underground Stormwater Detention, Retention or Harvesting System 
Description: 
Rainstore3 is a plastic structure used to store slonnwater underground. Made from injection 
molded plastic, a single panel contains 36 vertical columns 8Jld exceeds H-20 loading, allowing 
the construction of driving areas, parking lots, or other small structures above the system. Built-in 
compression fittings allow units to be easily stacked to a variety of depths up to 8'4". 
Benefits: 
• Allows development of valuable land resources by moving storm water ponds below 
ground 
• Available Pre-Assembled in Depths from 4" to 8'4" 
• 94% Open for Water Storage - More than ANY 
Other System. Available (250 gal/cubic meter) 
• Virtually Eliminates Stone Requirements 
• Easy Installation 
Applications: 
• Underground Storm water Storage 
Cells can be assembled in heights from 4 inches (one unit) or up to 8.2 reet (25 units). Please see 
our Optimal Shipping Height Chart to avoid any additional shipping charges. 
:?C:C7'Tj Mi/(lIS 
~ 77Mt P IZ ~,tif) p 
httD:I/www.!2:rassDave.comIRS3/rainstore.htrn 
1144 
One RaisloTel wlit measures 1 ru x I In " 0, I m bigh (3 .28 ft x 
3.28 ft x 4 inches high). 94% void space provides nearly 15 
gallons of water stordge per nnit. 
Detention system, sbowing . components. Not to scale. 
Click to view enlarged image. 
12/3112003 
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AREA 1 (DRYWELL 1) J WORST CASE STORM POND VOLUME, 25-yr 
BASIN AREA 5.30 acres 
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT (C) 0.5 weighted (U-N~>eO PERCOLATION RATE 5 in/hr 
eERCOLA TION AREA ~d \ ~ 
SYSTEM VOID SPACE 8274 ct, ~N ~y\.\N~'t'OCl.L. ~ S~O I 
OFFSITE DISCHARGE o cfs, to waste ditch 
PEAK MIN. 
25YR PEAK LESS FLOW VOIDS PERC POND 
DURATION DURATION INTENSITY* FLOW DISCH. VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME 
(min) (hrs) (inlhr) (cfs) (cfs) (ct) (ct) (ct) (ct) 
0 0.00 0.000 0.000 0 8,274 0 0 
1 0.02 14.08 37.312 37.312 2,239 8,274 16 0 
2 0.03 8.58 22.734 22.734 2,728 8,274 32 0 
5 0.08 4.46 11.809 11.809 3,543 8,274 80 0 
10 0.17 2.25 5.963 5.963 3,578 8,274 161 0 
15 0.25 2.03 5.385 5.385 4,846 8,274 241 0 
20 0.33 1.65 4.384 4.384 5,261 8,274 322 0 
25 0.42 1.41 3.738 3.738 5,607 8,274 402 0 
30 0.50 1.24 3.281 3.281 5,906 8,274 483 0 
35 0.58 1.11 2.939 2.939 6,171 8,274 563 0 
40 0.67 1.01 2.671 2.671 6,411 8,274 644 0 
45 0.75 0.93 2.455 2.455 6,630 8,274 724 0 
50 0.83 0.86 2.277 2.277 6,832 8,274 805 0 
55 0.92 0.80 2.127 2.127 7,020 8,274 885 0 
60 1.00 0.75 1.999 1.999 7,197 8,274 966 0 
80 1.33 0.61 1.627 1.627 7,812 8,274 1,288 0 
100 1.67 0.52 1.388 1.388 8,325 8,274 1,610 0 
120 2.00 0.46 1.218 1.218 8,770 8,274 1,932 0 
150 2.50 0.39 1.038 1.038 9,346 8,274 2,415 0 
180 3.00 0.34 0.912 0.912 9,845 8,274 2,898 0 
210 3.50 0.31 0.816 0.816 10,287 8,274 3,380 0 
240 4.00 0.28 0.742 0.742 10,687 8,274 3,863 0 
300 5.00 0.24 0.633 0.633 11,389 8,274 4,829 0 
360 6.00 0.21 0.555 0.555 11,997 8,274 5,795 0 
420 7.00 0.19 0.497 0.497 12,536 8,274 6,761 0 
480 8.00 0.17 0.452 0.452 13,022 8,274 7,727 0 
540 9.00 0.16 0.416 0.416 13,46.7._ __ 8,274 8,693 0 
600 10.00 0.14 0.371 0.371 13,356 8,274 9,658 0 
660 11.00 0.13 0.345 0.345 13,642 8,274 10,624 0 
720 12.00 0.12 0.318 0.318 13,738 8,274 11,590 0 
780 13.00 0.11 0.284 0.284 13,278 8,274 12,556 0 
840 14.00 0.10 0.269 0.269 13,562 8,274 13,522 0 
900 15.00 0.10 0.256 0.256 13,831 8,274 14,488 0 
960 16.00 0.09 0.245 0.245 14,088 8,274 15,453 0 
1020 17.00 0.09 0.234 0.234 14,334 8,274 16,419 0 
1080 18.00 . 0.08 0.225 0.225 14,569 8,274 17,385 0 
1140 19.00 0.08 0.216 0.216 14,796 8,274 18,351 0 
1200 20.00 0.08 0.209 0.209 15,014 8,274 19,317 0 
1260 21.00 0.08 0.201 0.201 15,224 8,274 20,283 0 
1320 22.00 0.07 0.195 0.195 15,427 8,274 21,248 0 
1380 23.00 0.07 0.189 0.189 15,624 8,274 22,214 0 
1440 24.00 0.07 0.183 0.183 15,815 8,274 23,180 0 
* Intensity based on best fit equation from IOF curves. I =(14.08 x Ouration-O.7148) 
JY1003S0-2.xls 
1145 COC146427 
AREA 1 (ORYWELL 1 W/OVERFLOW) 
TOTAL STORAGE REQ'D= 
WORST CASE STORM DURATION 
OFFSITE DISCHARGE 
~VOLUME CALCULATION 




PON WATER SURFACE AREA = 
o sf 
a sf 
0.00 ft 'I PON TOP BANK ELEV :::: 
• PON WATER SURFACE ELEV = 
OND NVERT ELEV:::: 
0.00 (one foot below cb grate) 
0.00 
SEASONAL GROUND WATER = 
POND FREEBOARD = 
INVERT TO GROUND H20 :::: 
POND DEPTH = 





SAND FILTER BOTTOM PERCOLATION CALCULATION 
PERCOLATION SURFACE AREA:::: 
PERCOLATION RATE :::: 
r--olsf 
~in/hr 
POND PERCOLATION VOLUME :::: 
INFILTRATION BED CALCULATION 
o cf 
(SAND FILTER) 
o cf at 1440 minutes 
INFILTRATION AREA :::: 
RAINSTORE DEPTH :::: 
2318 sf (bottom only) 
3ft 
SAND BED DEPTH :::: 
VOID SPACE IN SAND= 






VOLUME IN VOIDS:::: 8274 cf 
PERCOLATION VOLUME = 23177 cf 
'-----~ 
INFILTRATION BED STORAGE:::: 31451 cf 
___ - W,.,etL~? 
TOTAL STORED VOLUME = 31451 cf at 1440 minutes 
> 15815 cf at 1440 minutes 
THEREFORE STORAGE IS ADEQUATE 
TIME REQUIRED TO DISSIPATE VOLUME AT 1440 MINUTES 
TIME = 16 hours (Based on 25-yr event) 
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AREA 2 & 3 (DRYWELL 2) 
WORST CASE STORM POND VOLUME, 100·yr 
BASIN AREA 7.60 acres 
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT (C) 0.5 weighted 
PERCOLATION RATE 5.00 in/hr (per geotech report by Arnold) 
PERCOLATION AREA 3731 sf (drywell bottom only) 
SYSTEM VOID SPACE 13320 ef, voids in rainstore & sand 
OFFSITE DISCHARGE o efs, to waste ditch 
PEAK MIN. 
100YR PEAK LESS FLOW VOIDS PERC POND 
DURATION DURATION INTENSITY* FLOW DISCH. VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME 
(min) (hrs) (inlhr) (cfs) (cfs) (cf) (cf) (cf) (cf) 
0 0.00 0.000 0.000 0 13,320 0 0 
1 0.02 19.85 75.419 75.419 4,525 13,320 26 0 
2 0.03 11.91 45.269 45.269 5,432 13,320 52 0 
5 0.08 6.07 23.055 23.055 6,916 13,320 130 0 
10 0.17 3.64 13.838 13.838 8,303 13,320 259 0 
15 0.25 2.70 10.266 10.266 9,240 13,320 389 0 
20 0.33 2.19 8.306 8.306 9,967 13,320 518 a 
25 0.42 1.85 7.048 7.048 10,571 13,320 648 0 
30 0.50 1.62 6.162 . 6.162 11,092 13,320 777 0 
35 0.58 1.45 5.501 5.501 11,552 13,320 907 0 
40 0.67 1.31 4.986 4.986 11,966 13,320 1,036 0 
45 0.75 1.20 4.571 4.571 12,343 13,320 1,166 0 
50 0.83 1.11 4.230 4.230 12,691 13,320 1,295 0 
55 0.92 1.04 3.943 3.943 13,013 13,320 1,425 0 
60 1.00 0.97 3.699 3.699 13,315 13,320 1,555 0 
80 1.33 0.79 2.993 2.993 14,364 13,320 2,073 0 
100 1.67 0.67 2.539 2.539 15,235 13,320 2,591 0 
120 2.00 0.58 2.220 2.220 15,985 13,320 3,109 0 
150 2.50 0.50 1.884 1.884 16,953 13,320 3,886 0 
180 3.00 0.43 1.647 1.647 17,788 13,320 4,664 0 
210 3.50 0.39 1.470 1.470 18,525 13,320 5,441 0 
240 4.00 0.35 1.333 1.333 19,189 13,320 6,218 0 
300 5.00 0.30 1.131 1.131 20,352 13,320 7,773 0 
360 6.00 0.26 0.989 0.989 21,354 13,320 9,328 0 
420 7.00 0.23 0.883 0.883 22,239 13,320 10,882 0 
480 8.00 0.21 0.800 O.BOO 23,036 13,320 12,437 0 
540 9.00 0.19 0.733 0.733 23,762 13,320 13,991 0 
600 10.00 0.18 0.679 0.679 24,432 13,320 15,546 0 
660 11.00 0.17 0.633 0.633 25,053 13,320 17,100 0 
720 12.00 0.16 0.593 0.593 25,634 13,320 18,655 0 
780 13.00 0.15 0.559 0.559 26,181 13,320 20,210 0 
840 14.00 0.14 0.523 0.523 26,334 13,320 21,764 0 
900 15.00 0.13 0.487 0.487 26,286 13,320 23,319 0 
960 16.00 0.12 0.451 0.451 26,003 13,320 24,873 0 
1020 17.00 0.11 0.427 0.427 26,140 13,320 26,428 0 
1080 18.00 0.11 0.403 0.403 26,101 13,320 27,983 0 
1140 19.00 0.10 0.383 0.383 26,200 13,320 29,537 0 
1200 20.00 0.10 0.364 0.364 26,238 13,320 31,092 0 
1260 21.00 0.09 0.346 0.346 26,142 13,320 32,646 0 
1320 22.00 0.09 0.336 0.336 26,575 13,320 34,201 0 
1380 23.00 0.09 0.326 0.326 26,965 13,320 35,755 0 
·1440 24.00 0.08 0.315 0.315 27,251 13,320 37,310 0 







AREA 2 & 3 (DRYWELL 2) 
TOTAL STORAGE REQ'D= 
WORST CASE STORM DURATION 




POND VOLUME CALCULATION 
POND BOTTOM AREA = 
POND WATER SURFACE AREA = 
POND TOP BANK ELEV = 
POND WATER SURFACE ELEV = 
POND INVERT ELEV = 
STATIC GROUND WATER = 
POND FREEBOARD = 
INVERT TO GROUND H20 = 
POND DEPTH = 
POND STORAGE = 








0.00 ft (backfill with C33 sand) 
0.00 ft 
oct 
PERCOLATION SURFACE AREA = 
PERCOLATION RATE = 
.---oJsf (sand filter only) 
~in/hr (SAND FILTER) 
POND PERCOLATION VOLUME :;;: 
INFILTRATION BED CALCULATION 
INFILTRATION AREA = 
RAINSTORE DEPTH = 
SAND BED DEPTH = 
VOID SPACE IN SAND= 
o cf at 1440 minutes 







VOID SPACE IN RAINSTORE= 
PERCOLATION RATE = '--_5...;...0 ..... 0 in/h (per geotech report by arnold) 
VOLUME IN VOIDS = 





INFilTRATION BED STORAGE = 50632 cf 
TOTAL STORED VOLUME = 50632 cf at 1440 minutes 
> 27251 cf at 1440 minutes 
THEREFORE STORAGE IS ADEQUATE 
TIME REQUIRED TO DISSIPATE VOLUME AT 1440 MINUTES 









.--.---.- ... .--- _#.- - ~- •••• __ •. -- .'. - •• "." ••.•. .- •. ' .. 
(,O~V-J!~ 
AVIATION WAY (NORTH) 0"'1. l.P"'(> f\P/~Ii::~ 
u>~ 'l ~ 
WORST CASE STORM POND VOLUME, 25-y' t~ cP€I~Vl ~ 
(2) P lNCo) P ,,:) \ 
BASIN AREA 0.80 cres (12.1 acres of pre. Developed) ""~ v-\) • 
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT (C) eighted / vol \ 
PERCOLATION RATE 5 in/hr (per geotech report b~ 
PERCOLATION AREA 250 sf, sand 
VOID SPACE 488 cf, 
OFFSITE DISCHARGE 0.242 cfs, to waste ditch 
PEAK MIN. 
25YR PEAK LESS FLOW VOIDS PERC POND 
DURATION DURATION INTENSITY· FLOW DISCH. VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME 
(min) (hrs) (inlhr) (cfs) (cfs) (cf) (cf) (cf) (cf) 
0 0.00 0.000 0.000 0 488 0 0 
1 0.02 14.08 5.632 5.390 323 488 2 0 
2 0.03 8.58 3.432 3.190 383 488 3. 0 
5 0.08 4.46 1.783 1.541 462 488 9 0 
10 0.17 2.25 0.900 0.658 395 488 17 0 
15 0.25 2.03 0.813 0.571 514 488 26 0 
20 0.33 1.65 0.662 . 0.420 504 488 35 0 
25 0.42 1.41 ' 0.564 0.322 483 488 43 0 
30 0.50 1.24 0.495 0.253 456 488 52 0 
35 0.58 1.11 0.444 0.202 423 488 61 0 
40 0.67 1.01 0.403 0.161 387 488 69 0 
45 0.75 0.93 0.371 0.129 347 488 78 0 
50 0.83 0.86 0.344 0.102 305 488 87 0 
55 0.92 0.80 0.321 0.079 261 488 95 0 
60 1.00 0.75 0.302 0.060 215 488 104 0 
80 1.33 0.61 0.246 0.004 18 488 139 0 
100 1.67 0.52 0.209 -0.033 -195 488 174 0 
120 2.00 0.46 0.184 -0.058 -419 488 208 0 
150 2.50 0.39 0.157 -0.085 -767 488 260 0 
180 3.00 0.34 0.138 -0.104 -1.128 488 313 0 
210 3.50 0.31 0.123 -0.119 -1,496 488 365 0 
240 4.00 0.28 0.112 -0.130 -1.872 488 417 0 
300 5.00 0.24 0.096 -0.146 -2,637 488 521 0 
360 6.00 0.21 0.084 -0.158 -3,416 488 625 0 
420 7.00 0.19 0.075 -0.167 -4.206 488 729 0 
480 8.00 0.17 0.068 -0.174 -5,004 488 833 0 
540 9.00 0.16 0.063 -0.179 -5,808 488 938 0 
600 10.00 0.14 0.056 -0:186 -6,696 488 1,042 0 
660 11.00 0.13 0.052 -0.190 -7,524 488 1.146 0 
720 12.00 0.12 0.048 -0.194 -8.381 488 1,250 0 
780 13.00 0.11 0.043 -0.199 -9.321 488 1.354 0 
840 14.00 0.10 0.041 -0.201 -10,150 488 1,458 0 
900 15.00 0.10 0.039 -0.203 -10.980 488 1,563 0 
960 16.00 0.09 0.037 -0.205 -11,813 488 1,667 0 
1020 17.00 0.09 0.035 -0.207 -12,647 488 1,771 0 
1080 18.00 0.08 0.034 -0.208 -13,482 488 1.875 0 
1140 19.00 0.08 0.033 -0.209 -14,319 488 1,979 0 
1200 20.00 0.08 0.031 -0.211 -15,158 488 2,083 0 
1260 21.00 0.08 0.030 -0.212 -15.997 488 2,188 0 
1320 22.00 0.07 0.029 -0.213 -16,838 488 2,292 0 
1380 23.00 0.07 0.028 -0.214 -17.679 488 2,396 0 
1440 24.00 0.07 0.028 -0.214 -18,522 488 2,500 0 
* 'Intensity based on best fit equation from IDF curves. I =(14.08 x Duration-o.7148) 
1149 COC146431 
AVIATION WAY (NORTH) 
TOTAL STORAGE REQ'D= 
WORST CASE STORM DURATION 
OFFSITE DISCHARGE [J14cf 15 minutes 0.24 efs 
POND VOLUME CALCULATION 
POND BOTTOM AREA = 
POND WATER SURFACE AREA = 




POND WATER SURFACE ELEV = 
POND INVERT ELEV = 
SEASONAL GROUND WATER = 
0.00 (one foot below eb grate) 
0.00 
POND FREEBOARD = 
INVERT TO GROUND H20 = 
POND DEPTH = 





SAND FILTER BOTTOM PERCOLATION CALCULATION 
PERCOLATION SURFACE AREA = 
PERCOLATION RATE = 
r--oJst 
·~in/hr 
POND PERCOLATION VOLUME = 
INFILTRATION BED CALCULATION 
INFILTRATION AREA = 
ROCK BED DEPTH = 
SAND BED DEPTH = 
VOID SPACE IN SAND= 
VOID SPACE IN DRAIN ROCK= 
PERCOLATION RATE = 






VOLUME IN VOIDS = 488 cf 
PERCOLATION VOLUME = 26 ef 
o cf 
(SAND FILTER) 
o ef at 15 minutes 
INFILTRATION BED STORAGE = 514 cf 
ROCK 
SAND 
TOTAL STORED VOLUME = 514 efat 15 minutes 
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••• o ........ ________ • ____ • ____ _ 
AVIATION WAY (SOUTH) 
WORST CASE STORM POND VOLUME, 25-yr 
f'Jo-rE #'oN \ A=nOi'-l \O..l t¥.f l NO It.. '\'\4/ BASIN AREA 
RUNOFF COEFFICIENT (C) $'~ 
PERCOLATION RATE I r 
PERCOLATION AREA 125 sf, sand 
VOID SPACE 244 cf, 
OFFSITE DISCHARGE o cfs, to waste ditch 
PEAK MIN. 
25YR PEAK LESS FLOW VOIDS PERC POND 
DURATION DURATION INTENSITY* FLOW DISCH. VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME VOLUME 
(min) (hrs) (inlhr) (cfs) (cfs) (cf) (cf) (cf) (cf) 
0 0.00 0.000 0.000 0 244 0 0 
1 0.02 14.08 1.408 1.408 84 244 1 0 
2 0.03 8.58 0.858 0.858 103 244 2 0 
5 0.08 4.46 0.446 0.446 134 244 4 0 
10 0.17 2.25 0.225 0.225 135 244 9 0 
15 0.25 2.03 0.203 0.203 183 244 13 0 
20 0.33 1.65 0.165 0.165 199 244 17 0 
25 0.42 1.41 0.141 0.141 212 244 22 0 
30 0.50 1.24 0.124 0.124 223 244 26 0 
35 0.58 1.11 0.111 0.111 233 244 30 0 
40 0.67 1.01 0.101 0.101 242 244 35 0 
45 0.75 0.93 0.093 0.093 250 244 39 0 
50 0.83 0.86 0.086 0.086 258 244 43 0 
55 0.92 0.80 0.080 0.080 265 244 48 0 
60 1.00 0.75 0.075 0.075 272 244 52 0 
80 1.33 0.61 0.061 0.061 295 244 69 0 
100 1.67 0.52 0.052 0.052 314 244 87 0 
120 2.00 0.46 0.046 0.046 331 244 104 0 
150 2.50 0.39 0.039 0.039 353 244 130 0 
180 3.00 0.34 0.034 0.034 371 244 156 0 
210 3.50 0.31 0.031 0.031 388 244 182 0 
240 4.00 0.28 0.028 0.028 403 244 208 0 
300 5.00 0.24 0.024 0.024 430 244 260 0 
360 6.00 0.21 0.021 0.021 453 244 313 0 
420 7.00 0.19 0.019 0.019 473 244 365 0 
480 8.00 0.17 0.017 0.017 491 244 417 0 
540 9.00 0.16 0.016 0.016 508 244 469 0 
600 10.00 0.14 0.014 0.014 504 244 521 0 
660 11.00 0.13 0.013 0.013 515 244 573 0 
720 12.00 0.12 0.012 0.012 518 244 625 0 
780 13.00 0.11 0.011 0.011 501 244 677 0 
840 14.00 0.10 0.010 0.010 512 244 729 0 
900 15.00 0.10 0.010 0.010 522 244 781 0 
960 16.00 0.09 0.009 0.009 532 244 833 0 
1020 17.00 0.09 0.009 0.009 541 244 885 0 
1080 18.00 0.08 0.008 0.008 550 244 938 0 
1140 19.00 0.08 0.008 0.008 558 244 990 0 
1200 20.00 0.08 0.008 0.008 567 244 1,042 0 
1260 21.00 0.08 0.008 0.008 574 244 1,094 0 
1320 22.00 0.07 0.007 0.007 582 244 1,146 0 
1380 23.00 0.07 0.007 0.007 590 244 1,198 0 
1440 24.00 0.07 0.007 0.007 597 244 1,250 0 
* Intensity based on best fit equation from IDF curves. I =(14.08 x Duration,o.7146) 
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OJ 
AVIATION (SOUTH) W/OVERFlOW 
TOTAL STORAGE REQ'D= 
WORST CASE STORM DURATION 
OFFSITE DISCHARGE 
POND VOLUME CALCULATION 
POND BOTTOM AREA = 
POND WATER SURFACE AREA = 







POND WATER SURFACE ELEV = ° 
POND INVERT ELEV = 
SEASONAL GROUND WATER = 
0.00 (one foot below cb grate) 
0.00 
POND FREEBOARD = 
INVERT TO GROUND H20 = 
POND DEPTH = 





SAND FILTER BOTTOM PERCOLATION CALCULATION 
PERCOLATION SURFACE AREA = 
PERCOLATION RATE = 
r-oJsf 
~in/hr 
POND PERCOLATION VOLUME == 
INFILTRATION BED CALCULATION 
INFILTRATION AREA = 
ROCK BED DEPTH = 
SAND BED DEPTH = 
VOID SPACE IN SAND= 
VOID SPACE IN DRAIN ROCK= 







VOLUME IN VOIDS = 244 cf 
PERCOLATION VOLUME = 1250 cf 
o cf 
(SAND FILTER) 
o cf at 1440 minutes 
INFILTRATION BED STORAGE = 1494 cf 
ROCK 
SAND 
TOTAL STORED VOLUME = 1494 cf at 1440 minutes 
> 597 cf at 1440 minutes 












. I hereby certify the following: 
ENGINEER'S CERT 
ECE'VED R NOV 032004 
1. Inspection was performed substantially to at least the basic minimum inspection 
intervals established by the City of Caldwell. 
2. Construction practices and materials observed during inspection were in 
compliance with the approved plans and specifications. 
3. Backfill compaction tests were performed as per Section 303 in the 1990 ISPWC. 
4. All pipe lines were cleaned and pressure tested in accordance with Idaho State 
Public Works Construction (ISPWC) Standards. wJ\-~l< CC\f'tll-.1~ 1"1l£>>>eo .. \tE. 
'f'op,~."'~L~ ,"\,~~T. ~fHH·t·t«\1=l-\ ~QW4:.2. fl>llioS:.E-O t+ipRot.""'"t\~ 't~ '0,.. ~1Oi~ 
A-tt'Ac..\\-eo i:lu\~"\. . ....... ' . . . 
5. Construction was performed substantially to the lines and grades shown on the 
approved plans or as approved by the City Engineer. 
6. Based on tests performed, the asphalt pavement meets the ISPWC standards. 
7. Survey points indicated on the final plat are in place. 
8. A reproducible mylar Record Drawing is attached. 
9. A copy of the construction diary is attached. 
10. Domestic water bacteriologic analysis results have been submitted to the City 
Engineer. 
Any of the above items which cannot be fully certified are explained on a separate sheet of paper 
and attached hereto. 




ason ,&. ........... ' ---' 
~tanfie/d 
Professional Engineers, land Surveyors and Planners 
314 Badiola 8t. Caldwell, 1083605 
Inc. Ph (208) 454-0256 Fax (208) 454-0979 
e-mail: wrnasoo<u2I11Seng.us 
January 23, 2008 
Pioneer Irrigation District 
Attn: Jeff Scott, Supt. 
P.O. Box 426 
Caldwell, ID 83606-0426 
Re: Caldwell Steelman Pipeline Relocation - Road Improvement Plan - 1 st Review 
Jcff: 
After reviewing the requested improvement plans for the road improvements at the above-
referenced project, Mason & Stanfield, Inc. believes the following items are of concern to the 
District. 
The abovc-referenced project plan review is supplemental to our previous reviews for the Caldwell 
Steelman Well Pipeline Relocation. 
The design engineer shall stamp and sign all sheets of the plans in accordance to Idaho Code. 
After review of the improvement plans for the above-mentioned project, the project is proposing 
storm water discharge into the "B" Drain. In addition, modifications and additional stonn water 
has been added to an existing discharge into the Y onkee Drain. Said discharge violates the Pioneer 
Irrigation District Board decision not allowing stonn water discharges into District owned or 
maintained facilities. It has also been the Board' s policy to require any modifications to existing 
outlets into District owned or maintained Drains to meet the same discharge requirement. 
The design engineer shall remove said storm drain discharges and resubmit improvement drawings 
to Mason & Stanfield, Inc. prior to final construction plan approval. Plan approval cannot be 
granted until revised plans have been reviewed and approved. 
This letter does not authorize any construction to commence until the necessary agreements with 
Pioneer Irrigation District have been executed and recorded. Plans are subject to change to meet 
revised District Standard Specifications until a licensing agreement is in place. 
Our review does not guarantee a problem free system. Said review is only for general conformance 
with the Pioneer Irrigation District Standards in force at time of review. The developer is 
responsible for providing a fully functional system that follows the intent of the District Standards. 
After final approval is received, Mason & Stanfield, Inc. will provide construction observation for 
the District and shall be notified of the preconstruction meeting. In addition, the City shall notify 




Professional Engineers, land Surveyors and Planners 
Page 2 
I look forward to discussing these items or any other concerns you may have regarding this project. 
The City shall execute a District licensing agreement for the relocation of the Steelman Pipeline. 
Said licensing agreement will outline operation and maintenance responsibilities. 
This letter does not authorize any construction to commence until the necessary agreements with 
Pioneer Irrigation District have been executed and recorded. 
Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information. 
Sincerely, 
l0 .t~tt~~ \J, rf)CU)(1A 
William J. Mason, P.E. 
Mason & Stanfield, Inc. 
cc: Tiftiny Hudak - Moffatt Thomas Barrett Rock & Fields, Chtd. via fax 385-5435 





MARK HILTY, ISB #5282 
AARON SEABLE, ISB #7191 
IGINAL 
HAMILTON, MICHAELSON & HILTY, LLP 
Attorneys at Law 
1303 12th Avenue Road 
P.O. Box 65 
Nampa, Idaho 83653-0065 
(208) 467-4479 Telephone 
(208) 467-3058 Facsimile 
ERIK F. STIDHAM, ISB # 5483 
SCOTT E. RANDOLPH, ISB # 6768 
HOLLAND & HART, LLP 
Suite 1400, U.S. Bank Plaza 
101 South Capitol Boulevard 
P.O. Box 2527 
Boise, Idaho 83701-2527 
(208) 342-5000 Telephone 
(208) 343-8869 Facsimile 
Attorneys for Defendant 
F I A.~ ~9.M. 
JUL 28 2009 
CANYON COUNTY CLERK 
T EARLS, DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON 
PIONEER IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
Plaintiff, 
-vs-
CITY OF CALDWELL, 
Defendant. 
CITY OF CALDWELL, 
Counterclaimant, 
-vs-




















Case No. CV 08-556-C 
AFFIDAVIT OF DEBBIE GEYER IN 
SUPPORT OF CALDWELL'S 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT 
AFFIDAVIT OF DEBBIE GEYER IN SUPPORT OF CALDWELL'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY 




DEBBIE GEYER, after being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
1. I am over the age of 18 years, and make this affidavit based upon my own 
personal knowledge. 
2. I am the City Clerk for the City of Caldwell, Idaho. I have been appointed by the 
Caldwell City Council pursuant to Idaho Code § 50-204 and, generally, perform the duties 
outlined in Idaho Code § 50-207. 
3. As part of my duties for the City of Caldwell, I maintain custody of various files 
and records for the City of Caldwell, including audio recordings of Caldwell City Council 
meetings. In connection with that duty, I have custody of an audio recording of the Caldwell 
City Council meeting of April 17,2006. 
4. I removed the April 17, 2006 recording from the proper City file and identified it 
by its written label. I then delivered it to Mark Hilty, one of the attorneys representing Caldwell 
in the above-captioned matter. 
.;..J, 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this d? day of July, 2009. 
*SEAL 
NOT RY UBLIC FOR ~AHq 
Residence: cJW/);tt putJ4,t 
My Commission Expires: 03-II/-dtJ/y 
AFFIDAVIT OF DEBBIE GEYER IN SUPPORT OF CALDWELL'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT, Page 2 
1159 
CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY 
I hereby certify that on the 2 6 day of July, 2009, I caused a true copy of the 
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ROCK & FIELDS, Chartered 
P.O. Box 829 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
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MARIANNE DEBBAN, after being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
1. I am over the age of 18 years, and make this affidavit based upon my own 
personal knowledge. 
2. I am a legal assistant with the Nampa law firm Hamilton, Michaelson & Hilty, 
LLP, one of the firms of attorneys representing the City of Caldwell in the above captioned 
matter. I have been at my current employment for approximately 10 years. 
3. As part of my job duties, I have substantial experience typing audio recordings 
(dictation) and some experience preparing hearing transcripts, including hearing transcripts for 
the City of Caldwell. I also maintain custody of various legal files and records for firm clients, 
including the City of Caldwell. 
4. On July 27, 2009 I was given by Mark Hilty, one of the firm attorneys, an audio 
recording of the regular City Council Meeting of April 17, 2006 and a partially completed 
transcript of the same. 
5. I was asked to complete the transcript of the hearing identified as item number 
four (4) under the new business agenda; a legislative matter to consider Bill No. 19, Ordinance 
No. 2594 regarding an Emergency Stormwater Management Manual. I was also asked to review 
for accuracy and completeness the partial transcript I was given by comparing it to the audio 
recording. Finally, I was asked to have copies of the audio tape prepared by the Educational 
Media Dept. at Northwest Nazarene University in Nampa. I completed all of these tasks. 
6. I am familiar with, and can identify by voice, many of the individuals speaking on 
the recording. Mr. Hilty, who was present at the hearing and on the audio recording, assisted me 
in identifying some of the speakers, including Mr. Andrew Waldera. 
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7. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "A" is a true and correct copy of the 
certified transcript I prepared of the hearing referenced in paragraph 5, above. 
8. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit "B" is a true and correct copy of the audio 
recording my firm received from the Caldwell City Clerk, Debbie Geyer. 
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BEFORE THE CALDWELL CITY COUNCIL 




CALDWELL CITY COUNCIL MEETING 




1 April 17, 2006 
2 City County Meeting 
3 
4 Mayor Garret Nancolas: That brings us to item number 4 under new business, which is a 
5 public hearing. This is a legislative matter to consider Bill No. 19, Ordinance No. 2594 
6 regarding the adoption of an emergency stonnwater management manual with the request to 
7 waive the three read process, pass on the first reading and approve the summary for publication. 
8 This matter was brought forward by Mr. Law, our public works director and city engineer and I 
9 would like to ask him to come forward and make his presentation. Is there anyone who wanted 
10 to sign up to speak to this, but did not have the opportunity to do so? Thank you. Go ahead Mr. 
11 Law. Please give us your name and address for the record, please. 
12 Gordon Law: Mr. Mayor, Gordon Law. Business address 621 E. Cleveland. Before I begin 
13 my regular testimony I think there is an item I neglected to bring to your attention. We have 
14 some members of the Pioneer Irrigation District Board here, Alan Newbill is chainnan and you 
15 can introduce you staff or your crew or your warriors here today. 
16 Unknown: Are you having as much fun as we are? 
17 Unknown: This has been entertaining .... 
18 Unknown: I think just let the board know who, let the council know ... 
19 Unknown: Get your blood going. 
20 Alan Newbill: Our counsel this evening is Andrew Waldera. Rob Greenfield is one of our 
21 board members. And Dana Teller is our secretary ofthe irrigation District. I'm Alan Newbill. 
22 Mayor: Well, welcome to all of you. 
23 Newbill: Thank you. 
24 Mayor: You bet. Go ahead Mr. Law. 
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1 Law: Mr. Mayor, at the risk of being redundant from a recent workshop I'll repeat some of the 
2 things that we discussed when we talked about stormwater and issues related to stormwater 
3 policy and the City, what is it two and half or three weeks ago. What is being proposed tonight 
4 is the adoption of an emergency stormwater management manual, an ordinance is enclosed for 
5 that purpose. State code specifically allows that when an emergency exists, and council so finds, 
6 that a policy can be adopted temporarily, not to exceed a period of 182 days to implement 
7 changes if council finds that it would be in the public interests for health, safety and general 
8 welfare. Over the last twelve months, the City has experienced three storm, three storm events 
9 which approached or exceeded the 100 year storm events predicted for this area and so, and prior 
10 to that time from the time of the existing stormwater management manuals adoption in 1998 till 
11 now, we had not had any stormwater events, storm events that would have enabled us to test the 
12 validity of our assumptions in the original stormwater policy manual. But those three storms 
13 gave us an opportunity to go out and examine and look and see what happened and I wouldn't 
14 say that that's a great pleasure to do that, but it does provide an opportunity to evaluate where 
15 you're at. As a consequence of our evaluation and also from the numerous phone calls received, 
16 we concluded that there were many aspects of the stormwater manual, the existing manual that 
17 worked pretty well and there were a few that didn't work very well at all. In general those things 
18 that did not work very well at all were related to retention ponds. To a lesser extent, there was 
19 some minor things related to detention ponds that we thought needed addressing or was 
20 demonstrated by the events that it needed addressing and each of these things that we determined 
21 needing addressing, staff has concluded, for the consideration of council that they constitute a 
22 threat if those events repeat, as they did three times in the last twelve months. If those events 
23 repeat that there's a threat to the safety of the public. Now, what I have done and perhaps I can 
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1 shorten this up for your benefit and for mine. I have prepared a memorandum, it identifies seven 
2 items where we found shortfalls and seventeen items where we have tried to modify, amend or 
3 otherwise adjust the existing policy to account for those seven shortfalls. Let me call your 
4 attention to a couple of things. If you look at the seven items that I;ve listed, for shortfalls in the 
5 existing stormwater policy, you will note that one of them was that the retention ponds showed, 
6 in certain circumstances, to be undersized. A second was that the retention ponds, and to a lesser . 
7 extent the detention ponds, showed a tendency to retain water longer than the policy allowed. 
8 Third item of some significance was that there was a· tendency for designers to rely on retention 
9 design as opposed to detention design, even thought it was less successful, less satisfying result. 
10 Fourth item was that this process of using retention ponds has a net affective, affective result of 
11 abandoning drainage ways because there no longer have something to discharge into them. 
12 Which we think, and concluded was not a good idea. So, what we did in adjusting this policy 
13 was to address these basic issues, and you'll see those things that we propose to do with the 
14 seventeen items that are included in your memorandum. The major ones that are there is that 
15 although we originally set out to eliminate all retention ponds, we conceded that there were some 
16 instances were retention ponds were going to be necessary. In particular where there was not a 
17 historic drainage right. Another major thing that we did is to make it so that before anybody 
18 could use a retention pond, they had t~ obtain the permission of the city engineer. And basically, 
19 the thing that would be evaluated by the city engineer was to determine whether there was a 
20 historic drainage right, . where there was a reasonable opportunity to drain by detention, rather 
21 than retention. Third thing that was done was to bump up the volume requirements for storage in 
22 the retention design. Fourth thing that was done was to reduce in the policy the drainage time 
23 allowed from these retention designs so that we, in the original policy it had dictated that these 
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1 ponds must drain within six days, in other words, sub away in six days. And we reduced that to 
2 five days. There were some other minor things that we did. I say minor, but they took a lot of 
3 the dialogue that's in this proposed adjusted policy to standardize the requirements of the 
4 drainage report on which we evaluate whether the proposed storm drainage system in a 
5 subdivision for instance meets the intent of the policy. So we standardized the requirements that 
6 we expected of thein. There was one request by the Pioneer Irrigation District board that is 
7 related to an ongoing concern that they have related to the Clean Water Act. They asked when I 
8 visited with them three or four weeks ago, that the City remove from their policy a requirement 
9 that developers obtain permission from them to propose drainage into an existing drainage ditch. 
10 And I have done that in this policy, at their request. Now, Mayor, I know that each of you and 
11 the council have had an opportunity to review this memorandum with those few remarks what I 
12 would like to do for remainder of the time is to answer any questions council might have related 
13 to the reasons for the emergency policy and any other issues that might be pertinent for your 
14 consideration of this matter. 
15 Mayor: Thank you Mr. Law. Questions from Council. 
16 Rick Wells: Mr. Mayor? 
17 Mayor: Mr. Wells. 
18 Wells: I just have, I had a couple of questions earlier and emailed those to Gordon and the most, 
19 one in particular I just thought I would summarize it. And I didn't, I did a print out, and it's 
20 sitting on my copy machine at the office. But basically the concern or question I had was ... 
21 Law: Mr. Wells, do you want this? 
22 Well: I don't care, I'll summarize it and you can see if its right. The concern that I had is that 
23 you have as the development, as urbanization takes place, the way the policy reads is that the 
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1 assumption is more demand is going to be taking onto stormwater issues. And as the stormwater 
2 issues, if you start relying less on holding the water and discharging iton site, but rather utilizing 
3 existing drainage ways and as the urbanization takes place and it goes out, how is that going to 
4 effect the volume of the drainage ways? Is it going to create a flood problem later on because 
5 the volume increasing? And my understanding of the response was, in essence, that's one ofthe 
6 requirements is that there's a detention facility requires a buffer so that the flows maintain more 
7 constant and reduces the issue of flooding. Did I even come close to? 
8 Law: Did anybody have any problems understanding where he was coming from? Could I 
9 restate it without being ... 
10 Wells: Anyway you want. 
11 Law: Without being offensive? The question as I understood it, was that when you, when you 
12 increase impervious area you do increase the total volume of drainage that comes off a site. The 
13 policy seeks to control two things. One of them is rate at which discharge comes off-site and the 
14 second thing is, it seeks to control the quality ofthe water that comes off-site. Concentrating on 
15 the rate, in order to control the rate, its necessary to store up this access water and release it at a 
16 controlled rate, presumably within the bounds or the limits of the design of the downstream 
17 drainage system. And again the presumption is, is that its downstream rate that will create 
18 problems for the downstream property owners. Is that? 
19 Wells: Yeah, that's kind of what I said. Now, the other thing that we talked about, just for 
20 whatever reason. That is was a couple things in the ordinance that I wondered if it was 
21 enforceable. And specifically, I think there was zero, I can't remember which one it was, but the 
22 first one, anyway, the policy is written in a fashion that anticipates future NPDES and other 
23 ordinances from EPA coming down the line in the future. Summarize it. 
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1 Law: Mr. Mayor? Again to respond to Mr. Wells. 
2 Mayor: Mr. Law. 
3 Law: There is an adjustment in one of the goals, in the stormwater policy, that addresses the 
4 issue of dirt tracking construction debris ending up in the streets. The only place that its 
5 seriously addressed is in the goal, there is no implementing provisions in this emergency 
6 stormwater manual that implements any aspect of that goal. Put it is put there in anticipation that 
7 we expect some obligations to come from EPA for controlling the fugitive dirt, dust and mud 
8 that gets on the streets and ultimately ends up in the storm drainage retention or detention ponds, 
9 affecting their ability to operate and also in the downstream waters. We expect that will have to 
10 be addressed later. 
11 Wells: Just for everybody's benefit. 
12 Mayor: So your question had already been answered and you were just bringing up for the 
13 edification of all. 
14 Wells: That's correct. 
15 Mayor: Okay. 
16 Wells: And I guess the [mal comment would be is that the ordinance is written with the 
17 understanding of future regulations coming down from EPA, this gives us the basis to go with. 
18 Law: That is also correct. An emergency ordinance can only be effect for 182 days, maximum. 
19 And it cannot be reinstituted until a waiting period of a year passes between its expiration and 
20 reimplementation later on. The intent of an emergency ordinance really isn't to do that. What it 
21 is, is to give a period of time while protecting the public for a full public involvement process to 
22 take place, which we would expect to do, we would make formal application first to the planning 
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1 and zoning commission and then to this body for consideration of the items that might be in a 
2 permanent policy. 
3 Mayor: Mr. Law, also, just as a comment, in discussion with Gordon over the last period of 
4 time, there, as Gordon has stated, this is going to be a time when we will have to comply with 
5 whatever our NPDES permit states. As that comes forward. And that certainly does require a 
6 time element to understand and implement whatever requirements would be necessary to meet 
7 those requirements placed on us by that NPDES Phase 2 Stormwater NPDES permit. And so the 
8 intent here is to deal with some ofthe issues that we have heard in City Council over the last year 
9 or two, issues of sprinklers draining into a storm retention pond and not dissipating. Or when 
10 there is one of these strange events we've had over the last year or two of just down pouring that 
11 these ponds may be in some circumstances where not satisfactory and in all that looking towards 
12 the future with the requirements that placed upon us, soon, we already know they are going to 
13 happen. This was the best way to protect the public on an interim basis while there is further 
14 discussion and public inp\lt for a more final policy. Did I state that? 
15 Law: That's correct. 
16 Rob Hopper: Mr. Mayor? 
17 Mayor: Mr. Hopper. 
18 Hopper: Gordon, Item No.7, under your proposed changes indicates that you are requiring 
19 retention ponds to have an overflow and over line to a point of discharge. Is that really the intent 
20 of what you're saying there, or did you mean, discharge, or detention ponds? 
21 Law: No, I actually meant, retention. 
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1 Hopper: So, let me understand then, because of your restrictions on the construction of 
2 retention ponds, I'm not quite sure I understand if we are already requiring them to maintain a 
3 discharge point, why you would restrict the construction of retention ponds. 
4 Mayor: Mr. Law? 
5 Law: To address the question, we need to go back to a couple of things are mentioned on page 1 
6 of your memo. One of them was an attempt to preserve the drainage ways. In order to do that 
7 you have to have something that's capable of discharging into it. Or you can't make the case 
8 that its been preserved. That's one thing. The other thing was there was a tendency on the part 
9 of the developers to locate these retention ponds at great distances from the existing drainage 
10 ways, which means that when they failed, or overfilled, there was no, what would you call it, 
11 margin of safety, in order to accommodate storms that say exceeded a 100 year storm. And so 
12 the intent of this was No.1, to preserve the drainage ways and No.2, not necessarily in order of 
13 importance, to provide a backup system when the storms occurred that nobody wants to have 
14 happen, that there was a way that it would not always damage houses, property, people and their 
15 possessions. 
16 Hopper: So, I agree with both of those concepts. I guess what I'm concerned about it that with 
17 the shift from retention ponds to detention ponds with less strict requirements, are we in fact with 
18 the implementation of the emergency ordinance, increasing the likelihood of discharge rather 
19 than increasing, where our goal is to decrease the rate of discharge and to increase the amount of 
20 absorption of water naturally, through the surfaces. In other words, if its easier for them to build 
21 detention ponds with less strict standards as retention ponds, won't most developers want to do 
22 that? 
23 Law: We hope so. 
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1 Hopper: But a retention pond with discharge is effectively abetter system than a detention pond 
2 doing the same job. Is that? Or am I missing the boat somewhere between the two. 
3 Law: In a gentle way, I think your probably missing the whole intent here. Retention, does not 
4 have a factor of safety to it. We tried as much as we could to provide it. There are certain 
5 instances where retention is the only thing that will work. If you haven't established a historic 
6 drainage right, for instance, you're undevelopable without something like this. However, 
7 experience has shown that almost universally that detention works far better than retention. And 
8 it provides less nuisance, less mosquito breeding, less complaints and plus it maintains a larger 
9 factor of safety than retention could reasonably provide. Plus, our Caldwell soils are awful tight 
10 anyway and do not drain well. So, those basic things lead us to conclude both from experience 
11 and from the nuisance factor that retention is not a good idea. 
12 Hopper: Okay, so I'm struggling a little bit with semantics, because I'm thinking that a 
13 retention pond with discharge is functionally very similar to a detention pond with dis ... but it is 
14 intended to retain more water on site and to have more water return to the soils on site then, than 
15 a detention pond. 
16 Law: Again .. 
17 Hopper: That may be too simplistic for what we are trying to do. 
18 Law: No, in fact, I would like to take off from where you made your comments, on a retention 
19 pond, with a discharge line, you don't discharge until you exceed the design storm, which in this 
20 case a 100 year storm. The purpose of the conduit among other things is to make sure that's 
21 confined ends up where it belongs, instead of in somebody's house. Those kind of things. And 
22 also, as I stated, the other reason for that line is that, is to tend the developer to locate these 
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1 ponds closer to the natural drainage ways, rather than in places where they can create the most 
2 havoc if we have a either a failure or an excess storm. 
3 Mayor: Mr. Wells? 
4 Wells: I'm assuming that the general nature of the emergency ordinance is a skeleton view of 
5 what your envisioning the end product to be though. I mean it goes down the direction where 
6 your thinking, granted there's give and take as you go through as public testimony and 
7 everything. That's generally your ideas, as it is right now, is that. .. 
8 Law: The answer to that question is an emphatic yes. But there are things that we have left out 
9 of consideration in this policy because we didn't consider that they really constituted 
10 emergencies, one of them being the handling of this fugitive dirt, dust and mud in the streets. So 
11 we specifically left that out, we provided, I guess a window, by which it could be addressed in 
12 the formal process, but most of these things experience has shown, lead us in the right direction. 
13 There is a couple of things that I want to mention to the council for your consideration and 
14 whether you want to direct me to include it in the policy. One of the engineering firms that I was 
15 talking to on the subject, said that he wanted to propose a more innovative approach to handling 
16 stonnwater, a different technology and made the observation that the policy as its presently 
17 written does not provide or allow the flexibility for this more innovative technology that he may 
18 wish to employ to be used .. And so I had in consequence of that request or that observation had 
19 written up a proposed provision to be added to the policy, if I can find it here. That says this 
20 under a new paragraph to be added to what you have in hand, is a paragraph 103.9, Innovative 
21 Designs. Then it says a drainage facility utilizing technology that is new, innovative or different 
22 from facilities presumed in the scope of this policy may be accepted for review and approval at 
23 the sole discretion of the city engineer. Any facility accepted for review under this paragraph 
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1 shall be evaluated to meet the full intent of this policy, nothing in this paragraph shall be 
2 construed to require city review of any particular new or innovative design. Which in essence 
3 says okay, if you come forward with a new approach, then it would be reviewed by the city 
4 engineer, if he finds it to be new or innovative and review it from the point of view that it has to 
5 meet the full intent of this policy and be protective of the public and the drainage ways and so 
6 forth. 
7 Mayor: Other questions for Mr. Law? Mr. Law, what is your, you had mentioned to me earlier 
8 that this policy was certainly important, it's quite lengthy, what is your desire of council 
9 regarding action on this item. Are you hoping for action this evening? 
10 Law: I would feel comfortable with action this evening. But I'm also prepared to give council 
11 more time to ponder and me too. That is a big document with a lot of adjustments. And I'm 
12 prepared to go either way. 
13 Mayor: Other questions for Mr. Law. 
14 Wells: Mr. Mayor? 
15 Mayor: Mr. Wells? 
16 Wells: Mr. Law you said that additional pondering, I guess I was under the assumption that 
17 you've pondered this thing a little bit. Do you think you need more pondering? 
18 Jim Blacker: We've been pondered to death. 
19 Mayor: Pondered being the key words. 
20 Law: I would suggest that you hear comments of the District and give them due consideration 
21 too. 
22 Mayor: Sure, I just want to know from your perspective. 
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1 Law: And then ifthere's things that cause you concern, we better wait two weeks. If there's not 
2 things that cause you concern, then it would probably be better to have it in place and moving 
3 forward than not. 
4 Mayor: Thank you. Other questions for Mr. Law? 
5 Jim Dakan: Mr. Mayor? 
6 Mayor: Mr. Dakan? 
7 Dakan: If we hold this over for another meeting or two, does Pioneer board have to come back? 
8 Blacker: Let's just keep moving it forward then. 
9 Hopper: That would be yes. 
10 Mayor: Any other questions for Mr. Law? 
11 Dakan: I'm making the assumption that the Pioneer Irrigation District board is in favor of this, 
12 you've all looked at this, the whole thing or just your portion of it? And you are in favor of? 
13 You are not in favor of? 
14 Mayor: So they are going to be asked to speak. 
15 Hopper: They are going to be speaking here. 
16 Wells: Ok, I didn't know if they were on the list to speak or not so ... 
17 Mayor: Yes they are. 
18 Dakan: Sure let's listen to what they have to say. 
19 Mayor: Andrew is it Waldra. 
20 Andrew Waldera: Waldera 
21 Mayor: Waldera. Any other questions for Mr. Law? Thank you. Mr. Waldera? 
22 Andrew Waldera: My name is Andrew Waldera. Here on behalf of Pioneer Irrigation District, 
23 business address is 101 South Capitol Boulevard, Tenth Floor, Boise. And if! may, I know that 
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1 some correspondence has been forwarded to you, Mr. Mayor, as well as hopefully council 
2 members, if I can get these papers to stay up here .. 
3 Mayor: Mr. Waldera, if I could, that mic is not that sensitive so if you could speak into it, we'd 
4 appreciate it. 
5 Andrew Waldera: Sure. It's my understanding that some of these papers that I have with me 
6 have been forwarded to you as well as council members in the event that some things have not, I 
7 do have extra copies. As well as just a brief kind of nutshell position statement the District 
8 regarding this emergency stormwater management plan. And so if I may, I'd just like to pass 
9 these out. 
10 Mayor: Please and for the record, I have not received anything. So I don't know if any council 
11 members have or not. 
12 Unknown: Nope. 
13 Mayor: I heard several "nopes". 
14 Waldera: And just in case you ~ave [inaudible] as it was. And I also have an additional copy 
15 here so I'd be happy to give it to Mr. Law or Mr. Hilty to share it around. Basically as you can 
16 see from the position statement there are three main bullet points, but before I address those in 
17 touching upon what Mr. Law is discussing in his memo the seven items for review or the seven 
18 items that didn't work so well in the past and the proposed changes, numbered one through 
19 seventeen. Regarding the proposed change number sixteen, which was a request to Pioneer that 
20 the requirement to obtain District approval for discharge of stormwater into the drains be 
21 removed, yes and no. Basically, the position of the District for reasons I will discuss in a 
22 moment is that it cannot approve any plans from developers that affirmatively show stormwater 
23 drainage or discharge into any of their facilities whether they be live irrigation facilities or purely 
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1 drainage facilities. And so, basically, what the District is seeking, and if I'm wrong, Alan, I'm 
2 sure will correct me, but is that developers not come seeking the District's approval of plans that 
3 they know that the District cannot approve and that would be plans that show any kind of 
4 discharge into a Pioneer facility. Correct? Thank you. And there are a few basic reasons for 
5 this. Mr. Law touched on the Clean Water Act concerns but there are others as well. First being 
6 flooding concerns. I understand the purpose of a detention pond and that is the, if I'm incorrect 
7 please correct me Mr. Law, the measured discharge of water that accumulates in a pond so as to 
8 try not to overwhelm the system that it might be draining into. The problem is the drains that 
9 have historically developed for irrigation drainage were developed with undeveloped agricultural 
10 lands in mind and these are lands that were still capable of infiltration and as you develop and 
11 you create more and more impervious surface, that runoff is quickly going to overwhelm historic 
12 agriculture irrigation drainage facilities. And that's just the way it is. The capacity just won't be 
13 able to handle these stormwater events. That's impervious surface, now the extent that you have 
14 a detention pond will hopefully slow massive rapid runoff from impervious surface. There's 
15 always the risk that that detention pond is going to fail in some way, shape or form and you're 
16 not only running into Clean Water Act liability, which would be Federal liability on behalf of the 
17 District, but the District has other state law based responsibilities to prevent flooding from any of 
18 its facilities and also not to turn into its facilities an amount of water that it knows its facilities 
19 can't handle. And so this is a great risk to the District for liability from private property owners, 
20 as well as the City for that matter, if any of its property should flood because the capacity of its 
21 facilities being overwhelmed by a stormwater event. Second bullet point touches on water 
22 quality issues, not necessarily from a Federal standpoint, but also from a state standpoint and that 
23 is, many of these drains are not truly purely drains. One man's waste water is another man's 
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1 irrigation water and these drains are interconnected with other water delivery laterals and canals 
2 and to the extent that we have elements of stormwater that are not good for the irrigation use to 
3 which water is being put, you know, certain pollutants, motor oil, antifreeze, whatever you fmd 
4 on a street making its way into these irrigation canals, even if it is supposedly a drain but it 
5 actually serves as a live irrigation delivery somewhere down the line. There's a possibility that 
6 Pioneer is going to be liable for any kind of damage associated with polluted water deliveries. 
7 You know if somebody gets a crop tuined or something makes it into this water that affects the 
8 human health of an adjacent property owner. Obviously, you will recognize the problems with 
9 urbanization and the development of pressurized irrigation systems. Now, I understand that the 
10 City is taking over a lot of these pressurized irrigation systems, but to t.p.e extent that Pioneer is 
11 delivering water to these systems and to the extent that something may make its way into this 
12 water through stormwater drainage that is perhaps harmful to people, you know, this is water 
13 that's being applied in people's yards. This is not simply something that's going to affect just 
14 neighboring property owners that happen to be adjacent to these facilities. And then the third 
15 point, which Mr. Law is aware and I'm sure everyone else is aware, are the Clean Water Act 
16 concerns. And there are stiff civil and criminal penalties that the District would have to face 
17 should the agricultural return flow exemption be lost. And the law is quite clear that if the 
18 District accepts anything other than 100% agricultural return flows, that exemption can be lost. 
19 And I won't bore you with the criminal and civil provisions, but it's up to $50,000 per day per 
20 violation as well as jail time anywhere from six months to a year depending on the type of 
21 violation. So there are various concerns of the District as outlined in both the letter I gave you 
22 and the bullet point position statement. I'm willing to stand for any questions you might have, 
23 but I would hope that obviously you probably have some additional reading to do and that maybe 
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1 this matter be considered a little more in depth. I understand that it's an emergency provision 
2 and that if this were to become permanent it would have to go through a public review process 
3 and so on, but even in an emergency provision, anything that might make it into a Pioneer 
4 facility is still an issue for Pioneer. 
5 Rob Oates: Mr. Mayor? 
6 Mayor: Mr. Oates. 
7 Oates: So, the idea that petroleum products or whatever's on the street could fmd its way into 
8 the return. The reverse is also naturally true then too. If those pressurized systems that are 
9 irrigating the people's yards are accepting upstream aerial delivered pesticides and who knows 
10 what that's in the return products, so we're not getting river water then necessarily into irrigation 
11 systems. Would that be the implication of what you're describing? 
12 Waldera: To the extent that you may have pressurized irrigation system runoff from 
13 somebody's yard, say ... 
14 Oates: I'm talking about the supply to the irrigation system. From what you said if we, if for 
15 some reason you all allowed our runoff with petroleum what have you, to go into your return 
16 system, we are upstream and we become someone else's irrigation. We also are downstream. 
17 And we are the irrigation from someone's runoff, potentially. From what you described. If your 
18 system's big enough, then the input to the pressurized systems will be potentially getting runoff 
19 flow off of farmers' fields too. So we're already getting who knows what. I mean hopefully 
20 acceptable products, but being on to the yards and children and domestic animals and what have 
21 you. 
22 Waldera: That's correct. Depending on what facility a pressurized irrigation system may be 
23 drawing water from, from uses upstream, a lot of agricultural uses are drawing from larger 
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1 Pioneer facilities Phyllis Canal and others that, these are large facilities that are not subject to 
2 . stormwater runoff currently. So the extent that you have concerns of elements making it into the 
3 water that may be delivered downstream to pressurized irrigation systems of homeowners, 
4 largely what you are still dealing with in that instance is still agricultural return flows as opposed 
5 to other stormwater drainages. from other users upstream. It's this issue here where 
6 municipalities such as Caldwell may be seeking to drain some of its urban land that you have a 
7 much more concentrated input of these materials of concern I guess. 
8 Oates: Okay, thank you. 
9 Mayor: Other questions? 
10 Wells: Mr. Mayor. 
11 Mayor: Any other questions? I'm sorry Rick, I just [inaudible] 
12 Waldera: As much as it pains me to say I think Mr. Wells has a question. 
13 Wells: Dam right! do. 
14 Mayor: Mr. Wells. 
15 Wells: I've got quite a few of them, actually. 
16 Waldera: All right. 
17 Wells: First of all, I appreciate you coming and basically I want to start from the very broad 
18 picture to understand where you're coming from because of a liability issue. Where I'm coming 
19 from is to make it as broad as I can, it's my understanding that the drainage ways and the water 
20 ways and what have you physically, I think, were built and owned by the Bureau of Rec. And 
21 the irrigation Districts operate or manage the delivery and the maintenance of those. Am I 
22 correct? 
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1 Waldera: Yes and no. It is true that the Bureau has built a number of drains here in the Treasure 
2 Valley area. However, Pioneer has also built, if my memory serves me, the A through E, at least 
3 the A through E, outright with their own money. So this is not, some of these drains have never 
4 had there genesis as a Bureau facility. They've solely been Pioneer facilities. 
5 Wells: Okay, but own money means public money? 
6 Waldera: No, these were funds that were historically back in, testing my memory, okay there 
7 was a, there was Federal money available. Pioneer put up some of its own money as well as 
8 taken, excuse me, as well as having taken advantage of some Federal provisions that provided 
9 funding to the District, which the District repaid the Federal funds correct, in order to build these 
10 . facilities. So there are some drains that Pioneer owns, operates and maintains that have never 
11 been built with public money or at least a fraction of pubic money that has been repaid by the 
12 District. There are also other drains that Pioneer only operates and maintains but does not own, 
13 that are owned by the Bureau of Rec1amation. However, as an owner or operator of the facility, 
·14 pursuant to state law, liability resides with the District. 
15 Wells: Yeah, I'm familiar with the operation portion but this is still, back to that general thing. 
16 The irrigation companies, I'm speaking in general, they collect money. They're in a statute, my 
17 understanding, I'm not an attorney, I don't know very little about legal, less than most, but my 
18 understanding is that basically it is operated in a statute as a public entity. 
19 Waldera: Correct. An irrigation District or entity depending on what it is, in this case an 
20 irrigation District is a quasi municipal corporation that is not for profit, has the assessment 
21 authority, essentially a taxing authority for the landowners within the District who are assessed 
22 by virtue of the benefit they receive for the water. 
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1 Wells: Okay, so the stuff that the District would own is owned by the District, which is the 
2 public in the District. 
3 Waldera: The landowners within the District, correct. 
4 Wells: Okay, now when you consider when you were talking about Federal and State standards 
5 and how do you factor in best management practices, which is a common thing in the Federal 
6 statute? 
7 Waldera: This is testing my memory now of some of the provisions of the Clean Water Act, but 
8 I'm not absolutely certain that NPDES Permits or basically the discharge permits are subject to a 
9 best management practices analysis. Basically, NPDES Permits are issues by the EPA with 
10 whatever conditions, however stringent the EPA wants to make them. I mean, the EPA makes 
11 those determinations. But simple on the ground locality best management practices, I'm not sure 
12 if those actually apply. 
13 Wells: Okay. I won't explore that any further. 
14 Waldera: Sure. 
15 Wells: And then, if I understand you correctly, what you're saying is that ifI own a property, I 
16 pay my fees to the District, I use that property for something other than irrigation purposes, or 
17 agriCUltural purposes, and a lawn doesn't count or my few tomato plants doesn't count, if I use it 
18 something for other than irrigation then I lose my right to the drainage and irrigation. 
19 Waldera: I guess it depends on how it is you're conveying whatever it is you're doing on your 
20 property into the irrigation facility. There's a difference in the Clean Water Act between point 
21 sources and non-point sources. And to the extent that somebody say has some sort of light 
22 industrial business or something like that within the District, to the extent that that facility has 
23 any discrete outlet into one of the District's facilities, that would be considered a point source 
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1 that would be addressed by an NPDES Pennit, whereas stonnwater would not as a non-point 
2 source. So what the District is gaining exemption from under the Clean Water Act is non-point 
3 source agricultural return flows as opposed to actual point sources. Now to the extent that the 
4 District say was knowingly allowing point source discharges, the District then faces additional 
5 liability under the Clean Water Act for allowing those discharges. 
6 Wells: Right and where I was going from, in part is your rain water is a non-point source and its 
7 in part covered under the best management practices and therefore still falls under the same 
8 exemption, by my understanding. But you're the attorney, I'm not, I'm just requesting your 
9 understanding. 
10 Waldera: I understand what you're saying, I think. And let me try and maybe rephrase it a little 
11 bit. And that is you have a landowner that resides within the District. The property is not strictly 
12 agricultural. Non-point source runoff is making its way from that property into a District 
13 facility. What does that mean to the District, basically? Is that where you're coming from? 
14 Wells: Yeah. We're not talking industrial uses or the fines associated with industrial 
. 15 malpractice. We're talking strictly non-point source discharge. 
16 Waldera: Still trying to make sure I understand. 
1 7 Hopper: Maybe I can qualify that a little bit. Three times' within the last year we have had 
18 hundred year events, which means every single one of our retention ponds in the City has failed 
19 because it exceeded their capacities. Last time I checked water always runs downhill and 
20 virtually at the bottom of every one of our hills is on of your drains. So three times this past year 
21 through natural acts, non-point sources, we've had discharges into your drains. How do we 
22 handle that? 
23 Waldera: Well, I guess ... 
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1 Hopper: How do we maintain what you're expecting, at the same time trying to minimize those 
2 events and the impact they have on the District? 
3 Waldera: The distinction that I would make based on my reading of the emergency management 
4 plan is the plan is making an attempt to channel what would be non-point source flows and 
5 actually make them point source flows into irrigation facilities. So, by virtue of the knowing 
6 channelization through a conduit of these, what would be non-point source flows, at least under 
7 some provisions of plan, that's the problem. The District cannot accept theses discharge pipes 
8 into its facilities. And that's the approval that they cannot give developers. They're not going to 
9 sign off on plans that show, engineering plans that show these pipes draining into a facility. I 
10 understand incidental runoff that's not coming through a pipe. Say the Phyllis Canal runs along 
11 the cart path of one of the holes at Ridgecrest Golf Course and it rains on Ridgecrest Golf 
12 Course. Water starts running down the cart path and it makes its way into the canal. That's not a 
13 point source, but the extent that this emergency plan or developers who are trying to develop 
14 lands need to somehow convey through a discreet point source, these waters into an irrigation 
15 facility. That's what the District cannot have. 
16 Hopper: And yet with agricultural purposes with those same point sources that agricultural 
17 fields have and through the conveyance of their internal drainage systems, that's okay? 
18 Waldera: Under the Clean Water Act as it currently stands, yes. 
19 Wells: Let me ... 
20 Mayor: Mr. Wells. 
21 Wells: ... take that one other little step. I think I know where you're going and I think I want to 
22 hit the same thing and that is your understanding is all hinging upon whether or not, and I 
23 understand it's where you're coming from, because the difference typically is whether it comes 
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lout of a pipe or whether does not come out of a pipe or whether it's a non-point source or point 
2 source, typically related to industrial purposes though. However, is everything that you're 
3 concerned about is because it comes out of a pipe, therefore it changes the meaning or may 
4 change the designation in your view? Is that where you're coming? 
5 Waldera: Well there are a number of definitions that the act impose or apply. The first being 
6 waters of the United States. And currently the ninth circuit has decided that some irrigation 
7 facilities are considered waters of the United States. That's how we get into the whole 
8 jurisdictional net of the Clean Water Act to begin with. Currently the circuits are split. I won't 
9 bore you with the details. Hopefully the Supreme Court on a couple of cases before it now is 
10 going to deal with this. But the next definition is point source so the Clean Water Act applies to 
11 point source discharges. And so that's pretty much, you've basically hit it on the head. And as 
12 for the jurisdiction of the Act comes in the waters of the United States and you need a point 
13 source, which would then require and NPDES Permit. The only exemption for point sources that 
14 the District is concerned with is the agricultural term flow exemption, which allows for 100% 
15 agricultural return flows to be a point source into waters of The United States. So, you're correct 
16 to the extent that, I don't have in front of me right now obviously the Clean Water Act, but the 
17 definition of what the point source is, is fairly broad also. It doesn't just have to be a pipe. 
18 Basically, if my recollection serves me, conduit, pipe, any discreet conveyance such as an open 
19 ditch. 
20 Wells: That was my next question and that is under that same definition you could include the 
21 ditches of the currently exist, including your canals as a conduit. 
22 Waldera: Correct. 
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1 Wells: And therefore you could make an argument that it already fails the test because it going 
2 through a conduit. 
3 Waldera: You mean to the extent that non-point source materials are making it into the canals? 
4 Wells: By way of saying that it's already going through a conduit it, because the ditch is 
5 essentially a conduIt. It's not necessarily a pipe, but there are pipes within it. Therefore, under 
6 that strictest definition it still fails the non-point source or it goes into the point source every time 
7 it will go through a pipe, which what I'm saying is, is we're saying the same thing but your 
8 interpretation is, is because it goes through, ill essence because it's coming from an urban setting 
9 versus an agricultural setting under the same circumstances, same type of rain water return flows, 
lOin one case it is considered point source and in the other case it's not. And I haven't obviously 
11 been through all your different bullets, but that's basically that is the crutch or the cornerstone 
12 that you've got down here. Is that a fair assumption? 
13 Waldera: I'm not sure. Let me try and rephrase some of that. I think the point you're trying to 
14 make is any District facility that contains anything that's not 100% agricultural return flow 
15 would thereby make the District facility by definition because it is a conduit a point source. Is 
16 that what you're trying to say? 
17 Wells: Well, I'm saying the ditches themselves are a conduit 
18 Waldera: Correct. 
19 Wells: And therefore under your comment earlier is that it would already be, it would become a 
20 non-point, go out of the non-point source category into the point source category because it's 
21 flowing through a conduit. Because it really comes back to the use. 
22 Waldera: I guess let me try and break it down a little further and that is, theoretically an 
23 irrigation facility, which certainly is a conduit, could be considered a point source for whatever 
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1 receiving water body it may dump into. But, what we're dealing with is actual point source 
2· discharges into the irrigation facility as opposed to what may be in the irrigation facility already. 
3 And that's what the District cannot knowingly accept. 
4 Mayor: Other questions for Mr. Waldera? 
5 Dakan: It only rains in Canyon County? It doesn't rain anywhere else? 
6 Andrew Waldera: No, I assure you we are running into some similar problems in Ada County 
7 as welL 
8 Dakan: Y oUhaven't heard of any solutions or anything that they're doing that, they're not 
9 allowing any runoff from any of their canals? 
10 Waldera: Just as a matter of example, another irrigation District whom we represent is Settlers 
11 Irrigation District. We're running headlong into a problem with Ada County Highway District 
12 right now. Ada County Highway District is attempting to interject additional stormwater than 
13 has historically taken place through new building projects and Settlers Irrigation District, just 
14 like Pioneer Irrigation District, is not accepting those return flows and you are probably all very 
15 well aware that currently there has been tort claim filed by Ada County Highway District against 
16 Settlers Irrigation District and that Ada County Highway District has also filed a declaratory 
17 action against the District, which the District has responded to as well. So, no it does not just 
18 rain in Canyon County, and the problem is drawing considerable attention. Senator Bunderson, 
19 from Meridian, is trying to spur consideration of these issues through partnership with the 
20 Department of Environmental Quality to try to figure out just what do we do with this 
21 stormwater. Historically, it hasn't been as much of a problem, but with the explosive growth in 
22 the Treasure Valley, the issue becomes whose responsibility is it to take it, and what liability is 
23 faced by taking it, if forced to take it. And as it currently stands, Settlers Irrigation District feels 
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1 a little bit like Ada County Highway District is trying to force this down its throat to accept this 
2 stonnwater delivery as an inexpensive means for the highway District to deal with its own 
3 drainage issue problems. Unfortunately, you know the forefathers and city planners didn't give a 
4 whole lot of thought to creating any kind of unifonn stonnwater drainage system and it's all 
5 catching up with us now. And so it's unfortunately, maybe have to be resolved in the courts, but 
6 that's kind of where we're heading with Ada County Highway District at this point in time. And 
7 so yeah, like I said, it doesn't just rain in Canyon County, it just remains to be seen how the 
8 courts treat it. 
9 Mayor: Thank you. Other questions for Mr. Waldera? 
10 Oates: Mr. Mayor, I just have one. 
11 Mayor: Yes Mr. Oates. 
12 Oates: This is at;l emergency policy because of issues that we have of health and safety issues 
13 relating to flooding and those type of things. Obviously there's some issues that need to be 
14 worked out and clarified, I think, in my view, on both sides of the discussion here. However, 
15 what we're dealing with tonight is an emergency stonnwater policy. As testified earlier, I think 
16 we have basically six months to get things resolved. Do you have a problem, is your objection to 
17 the emergency policy or is it in part giving us time to work out the issue but we're resolving the 
18 issues that we have for the short tenn? 
19 Waldera: I appreciate the fact that this is an emergency policy_ However, given the liabilities as 
20 they potentially stack up, it doesn't matter if it's an emergency provision or ifthis is going to be 
21 the new city policy, to the extent that landowners may be flooded, to the extent that water quality 
22 may be altered that would affect irrigated lands in some adverse manner and the uncertainty that 
23 currently surrounds Clean Water Act jurisdiction, as it applies in the Ninth Circuit and then 
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1 across the country. So, although I appreciate the fact that it's been an unusual year, perhaps with 
2 three one hundred year storm events in one year, even once is still going to result in the 
3 discharge, possible point source discharge of stormwater runoff into the District facility and 
4 given the citizens ... 
5 [END OF SIDE A OF TAPE] 
6 Waldera: I fully expect that this is going to be an issue that's going to be around for a long time 
7 that's going to need to be resolved in some way, shape or form. But, it does only just take one 
8 instance. 
9 Mayor: I just have one, I don't know if this is a question or a comment. Has there been any way 
10 to actually measure the ability for stormwater to dilute itself? I can't imagine every farmer out 
11 there never spills diesel or whatever else ends up in the water. And there's certainly doesn't 
12 seem to be any kind ofill effects ofthat mess, unless it's huge amounts. And in my own mind I 
13 just can't imagine enough oil or anything being picked up off the streets during a heavy rain 
14 event that that huge amount of water that's washing it down doesn't dilute it to the point where 
15 it's not harmful anymore. And I know that that's, I don't know if there's a way to measure or 
16 whatever else. I know you're not the authority to answer what EPA is looking at. But some of 
17 these, some times, just from the logical common sense point of view, I can't imagine that being 
18 any kind of quantity of any kind of oil or gasoline or diesel or spray for flowers or whatever else 
19 is going to get picked up off a rain storm, when you're talking about a hundred year event that's 
20 going to cause it to over flood and actually funnel into your drain system that it's not diluted 
21 entirely to the point where it's not harmful. That's kind of a rhetorical question, I guess. And I 
22 don't expect an answer. 
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1 Waldera: Well I may have, maybe a little bit of insight. I agree. I'm not aware of any kind of 
2 measurement study or anything like that. But, there's a difference between draining agricultural 
3 lands and draining impervious surface that comes with development, streets for example. At 
4 least the agricultural lands are still subject to some infiltration. And to the extent that motor oil, 
5 diesel anything that might be spilled on agricultural land first percolates, at least somewhat, into 
6 the ground which acts as a little bit of a filter. An impervious surface such as a street, anything 
7 that's on that street is going to make its way into the stormwater. Now, whether there's enough 
8 quantity of water falling from the sky that is going to dilute that to the extent that it's not an issue 
9 for whomever might be looking at it, the example Settlers Irrigation District, where ACHD is 
10 attempting to extend Maple Grove to the north down to Chinden Boulevard by building a bridge 
11 across Settlers Canal. Currently ACHD does have a forty eight inch storm pipe in the bottom of 
12 Settlers Canal and when we had a storm event, never mind the flooding issues, for example, 
13 three weeks ago before irrigation water was even turned into the facility, the Settlers Canal was 
14 about a foot from bank full just with stormwater . Now if irrigation water was in it, that's going 
15 to triple the quantity of water that that canal is trying to carry and that math just doesn't add up. 
16 There's going to be flooding issues. Second is, and I've seen it personally, with runoff from 
17 streets just from the Maple Grove drainage area, and we're not even exactly sure how much land 
18 ACHD or how much street surface they're draining through this forty eight inch pipe, but in a 
19 heavy rain event, it turns that canal jet black. I mean, it's just a slick that continues to make its 
20 way down the system. And that's with a large amount water, but you're also draining a large 
21 amount of impervious surface that there's no filtration benefit whatsoever and it's being 
22 conveyed into a finite conduit. So, even though you've got a lot of water, flooding concerns 
23 aside, there's only so much water that is going to fit through this conduit anyway and if that 
April 17, 2006 - City Council Hearing - Page 27 
1191 
1 water is already overwhelmed, there's not going to be that much of a dilution factor as you move 
2 down. And that's just my two cents on that particular issue, but obviously I'm not an expert. 
3 Mayor: Like I said, I didn't expect ... Mine was more of a rhetorical question than an actual 
4 question. It's just one 0 f those things that I don't understand all that much. I was just speaking 
5 out loud. So, I guess in the essence of time, Mark I do have one question for you or Gordon or 
6 whomever. Obviously there appears to be a major issue between the proposed emergency 
7 stonnwater policy and what Pioneer's position is on what your recommended solution is to 
8 retention versus detention of where that water should go. Is that correct? What I'm hearing is 
9 that Pioneer says that we cannot discharge anything into a drain system and you're proposing 
10 that one of the ways to deal with a hundred year event is to actually have a system designed so 
11 that it takes overflow and runs it back into the drain. 
12 Hopper: No, we would have to design a system that potentially floods properties rather than it 
13 going to the drains. No, that's what they're asking for. I mean really it is. 
14 Mayor: I know. That's just a different way of saying the same question. 
15 Mark Hilty: Mr. Mayor, I'll take a run at that. There's no question that there's been an ongoing 
16 difference of opinion between the City and Pioneer over drainage issues for more than a year. 
17 Probably two or three years, if I looked at my file. It has involved the Bureau of Reclamation as 
18 well. We have differences of opinion on the legal issues and when we looked at this, we looked 
19 from not necessarily Pioneer's perspective first. We looked at it from the City's perspective 
20 first. The City is in the process of obtaining an NPDES Permit that will authorize point source 
21 discharges within the City. Which, I think solves the City's problem to a certain extent. I don't 
22 know that it solves the Pioneer's problem. More than one of you, including the Mayor, casting 
23 about for what happens in other areas and how much of a problem is this? We've been looking 
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1 for a reasonable solution and I don't know that it is impossible to achieve one. Probably we're 
2 all going to learn a lot as the litigation between ACHD and Settlers progresses. But the one thing 
3 that is very difficult for Gordon and I to deal with, from a staff perspective, is the notion that any 
4 . discharge of stormwater into drainage facilities that have been used in and around Caldwell by 
5 those very lands for decades and decades is something that the irrigation District can't live with 
6 creates huge problems for us as we look at how to deal with that issue. It's a very dramatic 
7 position and we are looking for how do we go about dealing with them on this and we certainly 
8 have had differences of opinion, as I said. Here's one thing that I think will help in answering 
9 some of the question maybe, as Andy prefaced his comments with don't send the developers to 
10 us asking for approval because we can't give it. And we understand that and we've changed the 
11 policy accordingly. And it would be helpful, and then his presentation continued and I didn't 
12 know, Andy, if it was all given under that premise. Here's what we're asking you to change. 
13 Don't send the developers to us asking for approval and here's why. I think that's a change 
14 Gordon already made. We understand the position, I think, on the liability concerns of the 
15 District. Is there anything else with respect? I guess what I'm asking for is just clarification of 
16 the District's position. Is it just don't send them to us seeking approval or is it don't pass 
17 anything that could ever be used to create discharge into our facilities of urban storm runoff. 
18 Thinking specifically about the proposed legislation then. 
19 Waldera: Well, in a perfect world, the District certainly doesn't want any knowing discharge 
20 into its facilities. At the very least the District's going to have to disapprove of or not lend its 
21 support to anything that comes before it that does. At least that provides the District with the 
22 opportunity to say, if somebody should file some sort of suit, either for flooding issue or for a 
23 Clean Water Act violation, at least the District can say, Hey, we're sorry. We didn't approve 
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1 these things. We didn't know these things were going in because there were no plans before it. 
2 You've got the wrong party. Now, depends on how much that argument holds water, no pun 
3 intended, when you're in court. I mean, because the District is aware that this is a situation, how 
4 easy is it going to be for the District even though it tries to wash its hands of the situation and 
5 doesn't approve of any of these discharges, but the discharges go in. The District's going to be 
6 having ditch riders running out along its facilities, its going to notice a new pipe and say, hey, 
7 where'd that come from and check the files. So it starts to become a difficult position for the 
8 District to really be able to say with a straight face, we didn't know about this stuff. So that's the 
9 rub. So, I don't know ifI can clarify it, really to be quite honest with you. 
10 Hilty: That's fair enough. I want you to understand the difficulty that we're having and I want 
11 your folks to understand too. Zero discharge is just something that we cannot tell this body is 
12 going to work for the City, that we can make that happen. I mean, if we could dig all our own 
13 drains and we had that funds and the property and the right-of-way and so forth to do that. I'm 
14 sure that would solve the problem and then we would have a place for that to go. But, you know, 
15 the City of Caldwell has been developing for over a hundred years in reliance on those drains, 
16 which are geographically placed in the low areas and to tell you that we can satisfy a Pioneer 
17 request of zero discharge is something we don't think we can do from a staff perspective. Is that 
18 accurate? 
19 Mayor: Okay. Mr. Hopper? 
20 Hopper: And I guess I just want to make sure that it's clear that we're asking for new discharge 
21 points and new drains, we're just looking for developers to preserve what naturally drains 
22 already and so to every extent our policy is going to continue try to mitigate impervious service 
23 issues. We want to make sure that we're retaining as much water as we reasonably can. We've 
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1 got sand and grease traps to try to make sure that as many impurities as possible come out of that 
2 water. And the intent is just to make sure that we aren't faced with, in the face of significant 
3 events, major property losses and other things that our current policy has propagated. 
4 Waldera: One last comment if I may, there's kind of this blooming concept that I hope the 
5 position statement addresses of preserving the drains as they exist and allowing them to continue 
6 draining lands that they have historically drained. There's a yes and no component to that and 
7 that is, those lands as they have been drained historically have been largely agricultural lands. 
8 Again, it's not so much, Clean Water Act issues aside, these drains were developed with a 
9 certain capacity to handle primarily undeveloped lands. And so the whole issue you start 
10 running into now is the capacity issue. You know, where can this water go? These drains will 
11 be overwhelmed, just because of the development. And still as an owner/operator of these 
12 drains, regardless the reason, Pioneer finds itself with potential liability under the state code as 
13 the owner/operator of those facilities. So, yes these lands have historically drained to these 
14 drains and these drains are already placed in the lowest spots, but the capacity that these were 
15 designed and constructed for was not developed ground. Call it shortsighted, I don't know what 
16 to tell you about that, but that's the situation that's you're faced with. So it's a little bit of a 
17 misnomer to say that these lands have historically been drained in this form and fashion. 
18 Hopper: Let me correct you a little bit because we are building facilities that have capacity for 
19 hundred year events so that the only time that you would see significant discharge is during these 
20 really significant events. And I assure you that agricultural land in a hundred year event is 
21 already impervious. It's already saturated. So you're faced with the same event whether it's 
22 urban, oh yeah, for sure. Because there is a saturation point when virtually everything that 
23 comes in has to drain somewhere. So you see the same kind of discharge issues at that point. 
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1 So, we're not talking about everyday type activities. We're talking about how do we handle 
2 significant issues that effaced us so. 
3 Mayor: Well thank you very much and Mr. Waldera we appreciate your professionalism and 
4 your courtesy in addressing this body. We appreciate your opinion. And I think just for the sake 
5 of time, I don't know if there's any further questions for Mark or Mr. Waldera, but at this point 
6 the City Council, we just need to have an understanding if you want to continue this debate and 
7 try to make a decision tonight. Do you want to, have you heard? I think we're at the point now, 
8 we're starting to repeat some issues and I'm not sure how constructive that is to go over the same 
9 issues several times. But, I don't know what the staff's recommendation is. I don't know if 
10 council is ready to take action. I don't know if you want to think about it for two weeks and 
11 come back in two weeks. At some point in time you need to either continue it or, do you have a 
12 motion? 
13 Wells: Yeah. 
14 Mayor: Okay Rick, what's your motion? 
15 Wells: Mr. Mayor, I do have a motion, but first I'm going to preface that with a little couple of 
16 things. And that is, I've got to do that, of course. 
17 Waldera: You allowed me to escape to a seat. Thank you for your attention. 
1.8 Wells: My general opinion is that Pioneer's position is taken it, and I think interpreting the 
19 regulations, and again I told you that I'm not an attorney. I don't know very much about the law. 
20 But I believe that they are looking at it from a perspective that is looking at it more from an 
21 industrial source rather than trying to resolve the bigger picture. With that being said, I also 
22 understand that the City is looking at an NPDES Permit and that could make the District 
23 nervous. Some of the other comments was dealing with chemical contaminants. There's also 
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1 those issues with sediment contaminants or sedimentations or TDS, total dissolve solvents and 
2 those type of things. So there's a lot more to it with that. With that being said, now this is where 
3 I start the motion, we have two public entities and I think in my opinion and my motion is that 
4 we table this issue for two weeks and we look at a couple of specific areas and that is, my 
5 assumption is that the NPDES Permit that we're looking at would address the issues that Pioneer 
6 is concerned with. And that is the status of their exempt, their exempt status. They would 
7 maintain the exempt status with the NPEDES Permit, I'd be better off saying the whole thing, 
8 NPDES permit in place. And basically what I'm saying is it gets us time to go to some of the 
9 federal agencies and get, maybe, I haven't heard any testimony, to get some clarification at least 
10 from my perspective and just gives a little time to review those issues. And that's my motion. 
11 Mayor: Could you please restate that motion? 
12 Wells: Delay it for two weeks. 
13 Mayor: I believe we have a motion by Mr. Wells and a second by Mr. Dakan to continue this 
14 item to a time and date certain, which would be May 1st meeting at 7:00 pm in these chambers. 
15 Is that your motion? 
16 Wells: Yes sir. 
17 Mayor: Is that the motion you understood Mr. Dakan?: Further discussion on the motion? 
18· Would the clerk call the roll please. 
19 Clerk: Wells? 
20 Wells: Yes. 
21 Clerk: Blacker? 
22 Blacker: Yes. 
23 Clerk: Oates? 
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I Oates: Yes. 
2 Clerk: Hopper? 
3 Hopper: Yes. 
4 Clerk: Calsen? 
5 Calsen: Yes. 
6 Clerk: Dakan? 
7 Dakan: Yes. 
8 Mayor: I believe it's continued for two weeks. Mark and Gordon, if could ... 
9 Unknown: We didn't have enough time ... 
10 Mayor: We just wanted to have these wonderful folks back in our chambers again for another. 
11 But it's old business, so it will be at the very first of the meeting. Under old business, you'll be 
12 one of the first items. Anyway, thank you very much to all of you for coming here tonight. The 
13 motion did carry and we will revisit this issue in two weeks. Okay. Thank you. Thank you very 
14 much. 
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Counterdefendant. ) 
BRENT ORTON, after being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
1. I am over the age of 18 years, and make this affidavit based upon my own 
personal knowledge. 
2. I am an engineer with the City of Caldwell, Idaho, and have been employed by 
the City for approximately four years. My current job title is Assistant City Engineer. 
3. I have a master's degree in civil engineering and I am a licensed professional 
engineer in the State of Idaho (Certificate No. 13359). 
4. I have knowledge of the construction specifications and requirements set forth in 
the City of Caldwell's Municipal Stormwater Management Manual (hereinafter, "Manual") for 
construction of drainage detention and retention facilities. 
5. As part of my job duties for the city, I have experience designing public 
infrastructure projects and calculating cost estimates for such projects. 
6. On March 12, 2009, Plaintiff Pioneer Irrigation District ("PID") filed a written 
statement to the Court, clarifying that it was only seeking removal of five (5) outfalls in this 
litigation. Those outfalls were identified by PID in the following manner: 
Outfall "A-15" 




7. I have inspected the five (5) outfalls and have personal knowledge of their 
location, size, condition, associated upstream component parts (e.g. inlet structures, catch basins, 
sand and grease traps, piping, etc.) and the area for which they provide drainage. 
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8. Outfalls A-15 and A-17 are located in the Montecito Park No. 1 subdivision. 
Caldwell did not construct either of these outfalls. Outfalls A -15 and A -17 are both situated 
outside of Caldwell's right-of-way on land owned as a common lot of the by Montecito Park No. 
1 subdivision. Caldwell does not have any maintenance responsibility for Outfalls A-15 or A-17. 
9. Outfall 5-10 is located near the Montecito Park No.4 subdivision on Syringa 
Lane. Caldwell did not construct Outfall 5-10. Instead, that outfall was constructed in 
connection with the development of the Montecito Park No.4 subdivision. Outfall 5-10 is 
located within city right-of-way and is owned and maintained by the city. 
10. Outfall 5-10 provides drainage for city streets as well as privately owned 
residential properties up-gradient to the west on both sides of Syringa Lane. 
11. Outfall 5-2 is located near the U.S. 20/26 and Interstate 84 at interchange 29. 
According to records available to Caldwell, Outfall 5-2 has received drainage since about the late 
1960's. Caldwell did not construct Outfall 5-2. Outfall 5-2 is located in the Idaho 
Transportation Department's right-of-way and is not owned by Caldwell. Caldwell has no 
record of approving this outfall or having any involvement with its installation. Caldwell does 
not have any maintenance responsibility for Outfall 5-2. 
12. Outfall 5-2 provides drainage for city streets, Idaho Transportation Department's 
right-of-way, privately owned residential properties and a church all of which properties are up-
gradient to the west and north. 
13. Outfall B-1 is located near the intersection of 10th Street and Ustick. Outfall B-1 
was installed in 2007 as part of a road widening project by the City of Caldwell. Outfall B-1 was 
constructed by Caldwell, is in Caldwell's right-of-way and is owned by Caldwell. Caldwell 
maintains Outfall B-1. 
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14. Of the five outfalls identified by PID, only two are owned by Caldwell (5-10 and 
B-1) and only one was constructed by Caldwell (B-1). The remaining outfalls were built by third 
parties, are maintained by third parties and owned by third parties. 
15. I have conducted initial project designs and cost estimates for the construction of 
new non-discharging retention facilities to handle drainage requirements for the 100 year storm 
event at these locations. New facilities were designed to comply with the Manual. 
16. If Caldwell were forced to remove these five outfalls, and develop a Manual-
compliant retention system with no discharge into facilities claimed by PID, it would cost 
Caldwell approximately $3,649,848.00, excluding demolition costs. 
17. In preparation of this estimate, I referred to field data from the United States 
Department Of Agriculture National Resource Conservation Service (Formerly Soil 
Conservation Service) Soil Survey of Canyon Area, Idaho, Issued 1972 (see Exhibit 1,6 pages) 
and http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/applWebSoilSurvey.aspx (accessed 24 July 2009) to 
determine soil properties including probable percolation rates. 
18. The Manual was followed in the calculation of storm facility storage volume 
including the use of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Atlas II mtensity-
duration-frequency data for design storm data and Manual required limitations on runoff 
coefficients and percolation rates. 
19. Tributary areas were generated from 2004 topographic and planimetric data for 
Caldwell and field verified by inspection. 
20. Calculations were performed in accordance with the Manual using StormNet 2 by 
BOSS mtemational, a computer program that uses industry standard methods for calculations. 
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21. Estimates for land values are based on appraised acquisition costs by Idaho 
Transportation Department in around Interchange 29 on Interstate 84 in Caldwell, which is in 
close proximity to 4 of the 5 outfalls at issue. Estimated land value for the B-1 system was based 
on a conservative scaling of said appraised value to reflect commercial land. 
22. Note these estimates are for conceptual facilities designed to accommodate the 
100 year storm event pursuant to the Manual. Storms of a larger return period than the 100 year 
storm event may not be accommodated by these facilities. 
23. Pursuant to Caldwell City Code 13-01-09, "[a]ny party aggrieved by a decision of 
the City Engineer in administering the standards provided for [in the Manual] may appeal said 
decision to the City Council by filing a written notice of such appeal with the City Clerk within 
ten (10) days of the date of such decision." In connection with my employment at the City of 
Caldwell, I have personal knowledge that PID has never filed such appeal, including but not 
limited to, any decision of the City Engineer made in connection with the five outfalls PID seeks 
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I hereby certify that on the 78 day of July, 2009, I caused a true copy of the 
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Scott L. Campbell 
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CANYON COUNTY CLERK 
C.CYE,OIPUTV 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON 
PIONEER IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
CITY OF CALDWELL, 
Defendant. 
CITY OF CALDWELL, 
Counterclaim ant, 
vs. 
PIONEER IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
Counterdefendant. 
COUNTERDEFENDANT PIONEER IRRIGATION 
DISTRICT'S EXPERT WITNESS DISCLOSURE - 1 
Case No. CV 08-556-C 
COUNTERDEFENDANT PIONEER 




COMES NOW Counterdefendant Pioneer Irrigation District ("Pioneer") by and 
through undersigned counsel of record and in accordance with the Court's Order Granting 
Amended Stipulation for Scheduling and Planning, entered July 7,2009, the parties' First 
Amended Stipulation for Scheduling and Planning, dated June 2,2009, and Idaho Rule of Civil 




A. Mark Ewbank, P.E. 
HERRERA ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS 
2200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 1100 
Seattle, Washington, 98121-1820 
(206) 441-9080 
B. Vince Alberdi 
3510 East 3980 North 
Kimberly, Idaho 83341 
(208) 734-6346 
C. Charles E. Brockway, P.E., Ph.D. 
BROCKWAY ENGINEERING, PLLC 
2016 North Washington Street, Suite 4 
Twin Falls, Idaho 83301 
(208) 736-8543 
D. William J. Mason, P.E. 
MASON & STANFIELD, INC. 
314 Badiola Street 
Caldwell, Idaho 83605 
(208) 454-0256 
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E. Christian R. Petrich, Ph.D., P.E., P.G. 
SPF WATER ENGINEERING, LLC 
300 East Mallard Drive, Suite 350 
Boise, Idaho 83706 
(208) 383-4140 
F. P. Steven Porter, P.E., Ph.D. 
Associate Professor 
UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO, DEPARTMENT OF CIVIL ENGINEERING 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402 
(208) 282-7974 
G. Jennifer Stevens, Ph.D. 
STEVENS HISTORICAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATES 
500 W. Idaho Street, Suite 202 
Boise ID 83702 
(208) 850-1553 
The opinions offered by the above-referenced expert witnesses is based upon and 
includes, the opinions set forth in Plaintiff Pioneer Irrigation District's Expert Witness 
Disclosure, dated July 10, 2009; any supplementation thereof, and deposition testimony to date 
and in the future. 
II. 
EXPERTS NOT RETAINED BY PIONEER IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
Various professional developers and technically-trained individuals involved in 
design and stormwater treatment and implementation of policy; said individuals have not been 
retained by Pioneer, but may be called to testify regarding their design and areas of technical 
expertise relevant to subjects within their expertise, and their interactions (if any) with the City 
and/or Pioneer. 
Any and all individuals identified as an expert witness by the City in their present 
and future discovery answers or formal disclosure documents. 
COUNTERDEFENDANT PIONEER IRRIGATION 
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Any and all individuals called to testify as an expert witness by the City. 
In addition to the foregoing individuals, Pioneer reserves the right to call and 
hereby identifies those individuals who may be qualified to render expert opinion testimony but 
who have not been retained as expert witnesses by Pioneer, including but not limited to 
developers, design professionals, and others whose true and correct identities are set forth in the 
records produced in discovery in this matter. 
III. 
GENERAL RESERVATIONS 
As discovery in this matter is continuing, this disclosure may be updated as 
additional depositions are taken and additional facts become known. 
Pioneer has just begun deposing City representatives, expert witnesses, and lay 
witnesses. Further, the City has disclosed only its advancing expert witness to date pursuant to 
Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 26(b)( 4). As such, Pioneer reserves the right to supplement and 
amend this disclosure in the event the lay or expert testimony and/or opinions disclosed and/or 
rendered by expert witnesses retained by the City, either through written reports, depositions, or 
written discovery answers, require Pioneer to retain additional or substitute expert witnesses. 
Pioneer reserves the right to supplement this disclosure in the event additional 
facts and information become known prior to trial that would necessitate Pioneer to retain 
additional expert witnesses. 
Pioneer reserves the right to supplement this disclosure in the event the 
individuals identified herein become unavailable to testify at trial. 
By making this disclosure, Pioneer does not represent that it will call all the 
disclosed witnesses or that any of the disclosed witnesses will be present at trial. 
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DATED this Io'b. day of August, 2009. 
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MOFFATT, THOMAS, BARRETT, ROCK & 
FIELDS, CHARTERED 
BY __ -r~~~ __ ~~ __________ _ 
Scot . Campbell - Of the Firm 
Attorneys for Pioneer Irrigation District 
Client:1326510.1 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ~ day of August, 2009, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing COUNTERDEFENDANT PIONEER IRRIGATION DISTRICT'S 
EXPERT WITNESS DISCLOSURE to be served by the method indicated below, and addressed to 
the following: 
Mark Hilty 
HAMILTON MICHAELSON & HILTY LLP 
1301 12th Avenue 
P.O. Box 65 
Nampa, ID 83653-0065 
Fax: 467-3058 
J. Fredrick Mack 
Erik F. Stidham 
HOLLAND & HART LLP 
101 South Capitol Boulevard, Suite 1400 
Post Office Box 2527 
Boise,ID 83701-2527 
Fax: 343-8869 
COUNTERDEFENDANT PIONEER IRRIGATION 
DISTRICT'S EXPERT WITNESS DISCLOSURE - 6 
( ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
( ) Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
~acsimile 
( ) U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid 
~Hand Delivered 
( ) Overnight Mail 
( ) Facsimile 
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Mark Hilty, ISB #5282 
Aaron Seable, ISB #7191 
HAMIL TON, MICHAELSON & HILTY, LLP 
1303 12th Avenue Road 
P.O. Box 65 
Nampa, Idaho 83653-0065 
Telephone: (208) 467-4479 
Facsimile: (208) 467-3058 
Erik F. Stidham, ISB #5483 
Scott E. Randolph, ISB #6768 
HOLLAND & HART LLP 
Suite 1400, U.S. Bank Plaza 
101 South Capitol Boulevard 
P.O. Box 2527 
Boise, Idaho 83701-2527 
Telephone: (208) 342-5000 
Facsimile: (208) 343-8869 
Attorneys for DefendantiCounterclaimant 
_ F r A.~.9.M. 
AUG 11 2009 
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CITY OF CALDWELL, 
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Counterdefendant. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
The Court should reject Pioneer Irrigation District's ("PID") motion for partial summary 
judgment which seeks rulings regarding the application ofIdaho Code § 42-1209. First, 
application ofl.C. § 42-1209 is premised on the existence of valid easements or rights-of-way. 
Here, PID asserts that it has easements and rights-of-way based on I.C. § 42-1102. However, 
I.e. § 42-1102 only applies to land owners who need to get irrigation water to their property. 
The statue does not provide easements or rights-of-way to irrigation districts. Accordingly, PID 
cannot establish easements or rights-of-way and accordingly is without standing to assert 
application of I. C. § 42-1209. 
Second, I.C. § 42-1209 requires a showing of an encroachment (an illegal entry) which 
materially and unreasonably interferes with the use and enjoyment of PI D's alleged rights to 
clean, maintain, and repair its claimed facilities. Here, PID cannot show that there have been or 
will be any illegal intrusions upon PID's rights. The Caldwell Municipal Storm Water 
Management Manual ("Manual") does not lead to any illegal interference. Moreover, PID has 
no evidence to support any showing of material and unreasonable interference. 
Third, PID has no legal support for the contention that it should be endowed with rule 
making authority and broad discretion relating to the prohibition and removal of alleged 
encroachments. The authority upon which PID relies does not apply to the removal of existing 
discharge points and does not support PID's claimed authority and claimed entitlement to 
deference. 
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Fourth, PID wrongly seeks to obtain rulings that will affect absent parties and will 
impose broad liability on Caldwell. The Court does not have authority to bind absent parties and 
should rejects any holdings which would be used by PID to limit the rights of absent parties. 
Finally, the Court should likewise reject PID's assertions that Caldwell "has permitted" 
material and unreasonable encroachments by approving development plans that comply with the 
Manual. The Manual does not cause encroachments. The Manual calls for the use of valid 
discharge rights. 
II. ARGUMENT 
A. PID Has Not Established The Prerequisites For Application ofI.C. § 42-1209 
In relevant part, I.C. § 42-1209 states: 
Encroachments on easements and rights-of-way. Easements or 
rights-of-way of irrigation districts, Carey act operating 
companies, nonprofit irrigation entities, lateral ditch associations, 
and drainage districts are essential for the operations of such 
irrigation and drainage entities. Accordingly, no person or entity 
shall cause or permit any encroachments onto the easements or 
rights-of-way, including any public or private roads, utilities, 
fences, gates, pipelines, structures or other construction or 
placement of objects, without the written permission of the 
irrigation district, Carey act operating company, nonprofit 
irrigation entity, lateral ditch association, or drainage district 
owning the easement or right-of-way, in order to ensure that any 
such encroachments will not unreasonably or materially interfere 
with the use and enjoyment of the easement or right-of-way. 
Encroachments of any kind placed in such easement or right-of-
way, without such express written permission shall be removed at 
the expense of the person or entity causing or permitting such 
encroachments, upon the request of the owner of the easement or 
right-of-way, in the event that any such encroachments 
unreasonably or materially interfere with the use and enjoyment of 
the easement or right-of-way. Nothing in this section shall in any 
way affect the exercise of the right of eminent domain for the 
public purposes set forth in section 7-701, Idaho Code. 
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1. Failing to Establish Easement Rights, PID Cannot Urge Application 
of I.e. § 42-1209 
I.C. § 42-1209 only applies to encroachments onto easements and rights-of-way. See I.C. 
§ 42-1209. In turn, for I.C. § 42-1209 to apply, PID must establish that it properly possesses 
easements or rights-of-way. Here, PID alleges that its easement rights arise out of the 
application ofl.C. § 42-1102. However, a review ofl.C. § 42-1102 makes clear that the statute 
does not apply to irrigation districts; I.C. § 42-1102 grants limited easements and rights of way to 
"owners and claimants to land" who need access to a source of irrigation. PID is not an owner or 
claimant of land needing access to irrigation. Given that PID has not established a right to any 
easements or rights-of-way, PID fails to establish the essential prerequisite to application of I.C. 
§ 42-1209. 
2. PID Bases Its Claim for Easement Rights Solely On I.C. § 42-1102 
PID concedes that it does not own fee title to the land upon which the canals and drains 
run; as evidenced by the allegations in its complaint, PID asserts that its easement rights and 
rights-of-way are obtained pursuant to I.e. § 42-1102. Second Amended Complaint at, 6. 
Throughout the two years of this litigation, PID has maintained this position. PID has 
asserted that its easements and rights-of-way spring from the operation of I. C. § 42-1102. For 
example, in written discovery, Caldwell asked PID to describe the nature and scope of PI D's 
claimed easements and rights-of-way. In Pioneer Irrigation District's Answers And Responses 
To City Of Caldwell's First Set Of Discovery Requests dated May 13,2008, PID provided the 
following response: 
INTERROGATORY NO. 28: Describe in complete detail the 
scope ofthe casements or rights-of-way underlying Pioneer's 
facilities and each manner of Pioneer "use or enjoyment" of its 
CITY OF CALDWELL'S RESPONSE TO PIONEER IRRIGATION DISTRICT'S MOTION 
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casements or rights-of-way as alleged in paragraphs 7, 30,42, 
43(b), and 46 of Your Complaint. 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORY NO. 28: Pioneer is currently 
compiling documents responsive to this interrogatory. Pioneer will 
produce these documents on a rolling basis as previously agreed 
upon by the parties, or said documents will be made available for 
inspection at Pioneer's Office located at 3700 Lake A venue, 
Caldwell, Idaho, 83605, on a date and at a time mutually agreeable 
to the parties. However, in the meantime, and generally speaking, 
the scope of the easements or rights-of-way underlying Pioneer's 
facilities is that necessary for the purposes of cleaning, 
maintaining, and repairing those facilities (including the use of 
equipment commonly used and reasonably adapted to perform 
such cleaning, maintenance, and repair) as provided in Idaho Code 
Section 42-1102. 
Affidavit of Scott E. Randolph dated August 11,2009 ("Randolph Aff.") at Exhibit N (emphasis 
added). 
Further, Caldwell addressed the issue during depositions. Caldwell noticed the 
depositions ofa 30(b)(6) witness regarding the "[o]rigin and nature of PI D's title or other 
ownership or claims of ownership of its canals, laterals, drains, and ditches, and all documents 
evidencing title or ownership." See Ex. P to the Randolph Aff. (City of Caldwell's Second 
Amended Notice of Rule 30(b)(6) Deposition Duces Tecum Pioneer Irrigation District (Video 
Deposition)). In response, on February 3, 2009, PID produced Ms. Dawn Fowler, Secretary of 
PID, as the designated representative to respond to questions regarding PID's claims of 
ownership. In response to direct questioning regarding the nature of PID' s claimed easements 
and rights-of-way, Ms. Fowler could not provide any information regarding PID's claims. 
Ms. Fowler was unable to identify any PID property right, or even any PID claim of rights, of 
any kind. See Ex. 0 to the Randolph Aff. (Fowler Dep., 80: 19-84:6). Accordingly, PID has not 
CITY OF CALDWELL'S RESPONSE TO PIONEER IRRIGATION DISTRICT'S MOTION 
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provided any evidence of easements or rights-of-way based on I.C. § 42-1102; PID relies solely 
on its assertion of rights pursuant to I.C. § 42-1102. 
To prevail on summary judgment, PID must not only allege easement rights and produce 
admissible evidence of them, it must also demonstrate that there is no dispute of material fact 
with respect to the existence, purpose and scope of its easements and claimed rights-of-way. See 
LR.C.P., Rule 56. 
3. I.C. § 42-1102 Does Not Apply to PID 
Even ifPID's 30(b)(6) designee had attempted to explain the bases for PID's claimed 
rights, PID would not have been saved. I.C. § 42-1102 simply does not apply to PID, as the 
irrigation district is not an owner or claimant to land. 
In relevant part, I.e. § 42-1102 states: 
When any such owners or claimants to land have not sufficient 
length of frontage on a stream to afford the requisite fall for a 
ditch, canal or other conduit on their own premises for the proper 
irrigation thereof, or where the land proposed to be irrigated is 
back from the banks of such stream, and convenient facilities 
otherwise for the watering of said lands cannot be had, such 
owners or claimants are entitled to a right-of-way through the lands 
of others, for the purposes of irrigation. 
(Emphasis added). 
According to its plain language, I.C. § 42-1102 only applies to "owners or claimants to 
land" entitled to receive irrigation water from a remote source. I Id. I.C. § 42-1102 simply does 
not apply to an irrigation district like PID that is neither an owner or claimant of land needing 
I The term "such owners" appears to be a reference to the preceding section of Chapter 42, 42-
1101, which clarifies that the Legislature had in mind the owners of property needful of "proper 
irrigation. " 
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access to irrigation water. In short, the statute does not support PID's claim that it owns the 
rights-of-way themselves. Without some corresponding ownership of land served by irrigation 
delivery from the right-of-way, PID has no right-of-way pursuant to I.C. § 42-1102. 
Further, the statute creates easements for "irrigation" not drainage. It neither provides 
nor protects any easement or right-of-way in a drainage facility. Use of ditches for drainage is 
beyond the scope of the rights granted by I. C. § 42-1102. Accordingly, under no circumstances 
does I.e. § 42-1102 provide a basis for easements or rights-of-way based on drains. 
4. Given that PID Cannot Prove Any Easement Rights or Rights-of-Way, I. C. 
§ 42-1209 Does Not Apply 
I.C. § 42-1209 does not grant rights-of-way or easements, it only comes into operation 
after easements or rights-of-way have been established. To the extent I.C. § 42-1209 requires 
permission for encroachments, it requires such permission from the entity "owning the easement 
or right-of-way .... " Id. In turn, to prevail on summary judgment, PID must come forward with 
admissible evidence that it owns easements or rights-of-way before it can claim any right to 
protect them pursuant to 1. C. § 42-1209. The existence ofPID easements or rights-of-way is an 
essential element of all PID's claims in this case. In the absence of such proof, the Court should 
not grant PID's motion for summary judgment regarding I.C. § 42-1209. Celotex Corp. v. 
Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 327 (1986) (citations omitted); see also Jenkins v. Boise Cascade Corp., 
141 Idaho 233, 239, 108 P.3d 380,386 (2005) (adopting Celotex). 
B. Even If PID Could Somehow Establish Easement Rights Under I. C. § 42-1102, PID 
Has No Evidence Of An Encroachment Under I.C. § 42-1209. 
Pursuant to the plain language ofl.C. § 42-1209, the statute only speaks to 
"encroachments" upon an irrigation district's easements or rights-of-way. An "encroachment" is 
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an illegal intrusion upon the lands of another. See City of Albuquerque v. Jackson Bros., Inc. 113 
N.M. 149, 150,823 P.2d 949, 950 (N.M. App., 1991) (citing Black's Law Dictionary 473 (5th 
ed. 1979). 
Here, even if it were somehow able to establish rights pursuant to I.C. § 42-1102, PID 
cannot provide evidence of an illegal intrusion upon those limited rights. 
1. Whether Or Not An Encroachment Exists Depends Upon The Scope Of The 
Easement; Here, I.C. § 42-1102 Only Provides A Limited Easement For 
Cleaning And Maintaining An Irrigation Ditch 
Easements and rights-of-way provide a limited scope of rights. See Carson v. Elliot, 111 
Idaho 889, 890 (Ct. App. 1986). In Abbott v. Nampa School District No. 131, 119 Idaho 544, 
548,808 P.2d 1289, 1293 (1991), the Idaho Supreme Court examined closely the scope of 
easements, paying particular attention to easements for ditches. Citing Coulsen v. Aberdeen-
Springfield Canal Co., 47 Idaho 619, 277 P. 542 (1929), Abbott held: 
"It is well established in this jurisdiction that an easement is the 
right to use the land of another for a specific purpose that is not 
inconsistent with the general use of the property by the owner." 
Sinnett v. Werelus, 83 Idaho 514, 365 P.2d 952 (1961). In Coulsen, 
this Court stated: 
The use to which a right of way is devoted or for which it is 
created, determines the character of title with which the holder is 
invested. The character of the use or the necessity of complete 
dominion determines the extent to which he is entitled to 
possession. No greater title or right to possession passes under a 
general grant than reasonably necessary to enable the grantee to 
adequately and conveniently make the intended use of his way. 
47 Idaho at 626, 277 P. at 544. 
Moreover, the Idaho Supreme Court has specifically addressed the limited nature of 
rights obtained pursuant to I.C. § 42-1201. In Nampa & Meridian Irr. Dist. v. Washington 
Federal Sav., 20 P.3d 702 (Idaho 2001), the Idaho Supreme Court held that: "I.C. § 42-1102 only 
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contemplates a right-of-way for cleaning, maintaining, and repairing canals." 20 P.3d at 708. 
"Missing from the statute is any suggestion that owners of the right-of-way may, in cleaning, 
maintaining or repairing the canal or ditch, restrict the servient landowners' use of the right-of-
way because of safety concerns. It is not the province of the Court to read desirable protections 
into a statute that simply are not there as a matter of legislative prerogative." Id. 
Here, at most, PID has a limited easement to clean, maintain and repair its claimed 
facilities. To establish an encroachment, PID must show interference with the cleaning, 
maintaining, or repair of its claimed facilities. This limited scope of rights defines what 
constitutes an encroachment on rights obtained pursuant to I.C. § 42-1102. 
2. PID Cannot Show That A Discharge Pursuant To The Manual Is Unlawful 
PID cannot show that the alleged encroachment, discharges made pursuant to the Manual 
are unlawful. Discharges pursuant to the Manual are based upon valid existing lawful rights.2 
The Manual is clear that it limits discharges to pre-development historical levels and 
conditions discharge on historical rights and requires that there be adequate capacity in the 
downstream system. See Manual § 100.2.1, 100.2.2, 100.3.3, 101.1.2, 101.1.5, 103.2.1. 
Therefore, any outfall provided for by the Manual does not "materially or unreasonably 
interfere" with PID's "use and enjoyment" of its alleged easement or right-of-way. Moreover, to 
2 PID is an irrigation district operating in and around Caldwell that provides its patrons 
with irrigation and drainage services. See Ex. C to the Randolph Aff., attaching excerpts from 
Deposition of Alan Newbill ("Newbill Dep.") at 174:12-18. Pursuant to PID's policies, each 
property owner within PID's boundaries has the historical right to drain one miners' inch per 
acre from its property. See Ex. D to the Randolph Aff., attaching excerpts from the deposition of 
PID's superintendentJeffScott ("Scott Dep.") 153:10-13,420:25 to 422:2, 423:10-16. Draining 
of storm water has always been one of PI D's duties or responsibilities. See Ex. D to 'the 
Deposition of Leland Earnest ("Earnest Dep.") at 94:8-12. PID assesses patrons within its 
district a "lump sum" which includes charges for delivery and drainage. Newbill Dep. at 
174:19-21. 
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the extent that a developer contemplates expanding historical flows or discharge levels, the 
developing entity must seek the permission of the owner of such canal, ditch, or facility where 
the discharge is to occur. Manual § 101.1.5. Also, the Manual does not require that discharges 
occur under all circumstances. The Manual provides for the use of a retention system in cases of 
a "compelling public interest." Section 103.6.6. Therefore, any discharges made pursuant to the 
Manual do not constitute encroachments under I.C. § 42-1209. 
3. PID Cannot Establish An Encroachment As PID Does Not Have Any 
Evidence Of Material And Unreasonable Interference With Use And 
Enjoyment Of That Right 
In its briefing, PID describes the supposed interferences caused by urban storm water 
discharge as "concerns." PID has no evidence that these "concerns" materially and unreasonably 
interfere with its alleged rights to clean, maintain, and repair the facilities. See Caldwell's 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment at pp. 8-17 (detailing lack of 
evidence regarding flooding, damage caused by pollutants, maintenance costs, or liability under 
the Clean Water Act.) There is no showing of an actual interference; all of the "concerns" are, at 
best, speculative future events that exceed the parameters of PI D's narrow rights under I.C. 
§ 42-1102. Accordingly, PID cannot even provide facts to elevate its "concerns" into 
encroachments, let alone facts sufficient to show a material and unreasonable interference with 
its alleged rights. 
C. PID Improperly Seeks To Diminish The Rights Of Absent Parties 
Here, PID asks the Court to construe I.C. § 42-1209 in a manner which compromises the 
rights of absent parties, either to drain through existing outfalls that PID might seek to remove or 
to drain from new outfalls at historical rates. The Court does not have jurisdiction to alter or 
deprive absent property owners of their drainage rights. "It has long been the rule that a valid 
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judgment imposing a personal obligation or duty in favor of the plaintiff may be entered only by 
a court having jurisdiction over the person of the defendant." Kulka v. Superior Court of 
California In and For City and County of San Francisco, 436 U.S. 84, 91 (1978). 
A judgment is void where there is a 'jurisdictional defect in the court's authority to enter 
judgment, because the court lacks either personal jurisdiction or subject matter jurisdiction." 
Hartman v. United Heritage Property and Cas. Co., 108 P.3d 340, 344 (Idaho 2005). Likewise, 
"a judgment is also void where it is entered in violation of due process because the party was not 
given notice and an opportunity to be heard." Id See also Wernecke v. St. Maries Joint School 
Dist. No. 401, 207 P .3d 1008, 1017 n.l 0 (Idaho 2009); 11 Charles A. Wright et al., Wright Miller 
& Kane, Federal Practice & Procedure § 2862, at 326-29 (2d ed. 1995) (noting that a judgment is 
void "if the court that rendered it lacked jurisdiction of the subject matter, or of the parties, or if 
it acted in a manner inconsistent with due process oflaw"). See also Stoner v. Carter, 285 P. 
470,471 (Idaho 1930) ("a real legal controversy is involved which, if adjudged herein, would 
necessarily affect water rights of persons not parties to this proceeding, and, upon that ground 
alone, we hold that the writ was properly denied."). 
If the Court enters the order requested by PID, then PID will use the Order to prohibit 
future storm water discharges by non-parties or used by PID to unilaterally remove existing 
storm water discharges; the order would affect the legal rights of non-parties who rely on those 
outfalls. 
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D. Despite PID's Claim Of Broad Powers Pursuant To I.e. § 42-1209, The Statute, At 
Most, Gives PID The Right To Withhold Written Permission For An Encroachment 
That Materially And Unreasonably Interferes With PID's Rights 
1. I.e. § 42-1209 Does Not Authorize PID To Remove Existing Outfalls And 
Does Not Allow PID To Make Determinations As To Whether Existing 
Outfalls Materially Or Unreasonably Interfere 
PID seeks two related holdings in its Motion for Summary Judgment: First, PID seeks a 
ruling that "as between Pioneer and an encroaching party, the determination of whether an 
existing or proposed encroachment unreasonably or materially interferes with the use and 
enjoyment of Pioneer's irrigation easements and rights-of-way under L C. § 42-1209 rests with 
Pioneer." Motion at 2 (emphasis added). Second, PID seeks a ruling that "Pioneer may prohibit 
and remove encroachments that it determines unreasonably or materially interfere with the use 
and enjoyment of its irrigation easements and rights-of-way under L C. § 42-1209." Id 
(emphasis added). 
PID cites two primary sources of authority in support of these far-reaching and 
significant requests for statutory interpretation. First, PID cites to an interlocutory decision from 
Judge Wilper in the now settled and dismissed case of Ada County Highway District v. Settlers 
Irrigation District, No. CV OC 0605904. Second, PID cites to J.R. Simplot v. Idaho State Tax 
Comm 'n, 120 Idaho 849, 820 P.2d 1206 (1991). PID argues that J.R. Simplot deference is due 
PID's interpretation and application ofL C. § 42-1209. PID's reliance on these authorities is 
misplaced. 
2. Judge Wilper's Decision in ACHD v. Settlers Does Not Address Removal of 
Existing Encroachments. 
Judge Wilper's non-binding interlocutory ruling (in a dismissed case) provides no 
support for PID's requested holdings relating to removal of existing encroachments because 
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Judge Wilper did not address the standard of review applicable to removal of existing 
encroachments. Putting aside other objections to the ruling, Judge Wilper's opinion only 
addressed the standard of review applicable to review of proposed encroachments. See Wilper 
Decision at 13/32. It is clear from the discussion in that interlocutory decision that Judge Wilper 
only considered whether an irrigation district was required to accept an encroachment by a 
"proposed encroacher" if, in the view of the party seeking to encroach, the proposed 
encroachment did not constitute a material and unreasonable interference. Id. Judge Wilper did 
not address, as PID suggests, the standard of review applicable to removal of existing 
encroachments. 
In fact, one of the decisions cited by Judge Wilper in his interlocutory decision makes 
clear that the district court is the entity properly charged with determining whether an existing 
encroachment constitutes a material and unreasonable interference. See Wilper Decision at 
13/32, citing Nampa & Meridian Irr. Dist. v. Mussell, 139 Idaho 28, 33, 72 P.3d 868, 873 
(2003). Therefore, it is inappropriate for PID to rely on Judge Wilper's interlocutory decision as 
support for its argument that it may prohibit and remove encroachments that it determines 
materially and unreasonably interfere with PID's use and enjoyment of its easements and rights-
of-way. 
In Nampa & Meridian Irr. Dist., the defendant landowner took a number of steps that the 
irrigation district believed weakened the integrity of one of its laterals. 139 Idaho at 31-32, 72 
P.3d 871-72. The irrigation district sued the landowner, contending that the landowner 
unreasonably interfered with the irrigation district's use of its easement. Id. The Idaho Supreme 
Court affirmed the district court's award of damages in favor of the irrigation district based on 
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the Court's conclusion that the landowner materially interfered with the irrigation district's use 
and enjoyment of its irrigation easement. Id., 139 Idaho at 33, 72 P.3d at 873. The Court did not 
defer to the irrigation district's determination of whether the landowner's actions constituted a 
material interference. Instead, the Court engaged in its own independent analysis to determine 
whether the district court's decision was supported by substantial evidence. Additionally, the 
Court did not suggest that the district's decisions should be granted any administrative deference. 
The Nampa & Meridian Irr. Dist. opinion supports the conclusion that under Idaho law, 
the rights of irrigation districts enjoy protection. However, this protection does not include the 
right to determine whether a particular encroachment constitutes a material or unreasonable 
interference. Instead, that determination is properly reserved to the judiciary, which is best 
suited to render an objective determination about whether a proposed or existing encroachment 
constitutes a material or unreasonable interference. 
3. PID's Assertion That It Has Broad Rights And Should Be Accorded 
Deference Regarding Proposed Encroachments Is Simply Wrong 
PID asserts that it has the right to determine whether a proposed encroachment materially 
or unreasonably interferes with its claimed easements or rights-of-way. PID bases its position on 
the case of J.R. Simplot v. Idaho State Tax Comm 'n, 120 Idaho 849 and an interlocutory order by 
Judge Wilper in the now settled and dismissed case of ACHD v. Settlers Irrigation District. 
PID's reliance (and Judge Wilper's reliance) onJ.R. Simplot is misplaced because PID 
does not satisfy the standard for judicial deference of its interpretation of § 1. C. § 42-1209. PID 
argues that it is entitled to judicial deference under JR. Simplot in the "interpretation and 
application of 1. C. § 42-1209." Brief at 31. JR. Simplot is inapposite because it involved a 
dispute over whether the Idaho Tax Commission properly calculated the tax liability of a 
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corporation. In that situation, the Court held that it was proper to give judicial deference to the 
agency determination given that the Tax Commission was expressly charged with administering 
the tax statutes, the Tax Commission's interpretation was reasonable, the statutes at issue were 
silent on the disputed issue, and the rationales supporting judicial deference were present. 
In JR. Simp/of, the court recognized that in some cases, administrative agencies charged 
with administering the law should be "'clothed with power to construe [the law] as a necessary 
precedent to administrative action. '" Id, 120 Idaho at 854, 820 P .2d at 1211. The court 
extended deference to the Tax Commission because it was "the agency [that] has been entrusted 
with the responsibility to administer the statute at issue." JR. Simplot, 120 Idaho at 862, 820 
P.2d at 1219 (emphasis added). It is undisputed that PID is not the entity charged with 
administering the law. In fact, it is only one of many entities named in I. C. § 42-1209 and 
therefore its decisions and interpretations cannot be considered a conclusive agency 
determination. Cf Pearl v. Board of Professional Discipline of Idaho State Bd of Medicine, 137 
Idaho 107, 113,44 P.3d 1162, 1168 (2002) (holding that step two requirement satisfied because 
the state medical board had clear power to administer chapter based on power to establish 
administrative procedure act rules). IfPID's position were adopted, and each irrigation district 
were entitled to deference in the interpretation and application of I. C. § 42-1209, each of the 
irrigation districts and other entities named in § I. C. § 42-1209 could interpret and apply Section 
I. C. § 42-1209 and those interpretations would be due substantial deference - even if the varying 
interpretations were in direct conflict with each other. Such a result is inconsistent with the 
reasoning discussed in JR. Simplot Co. 
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The third step of the J.R. Simplot analysis further demonstrates why the four-part test 
discussing in J.R. Simplot is inapplicable to the issues framed by PID's motion. Under J.R. 
Simplot, the agency interpretation is only entitled to judicial deference if the statute does not 
answer the precise question at issue. For example, in J.R. Simplot, the issue decided by the Idaho 
Tax Commission concerned proper treatment of foreign income for tax purposes. The Idaho 
Supreme Court observed that the third step was satisfied because the at issue tax statutes did not 
identify how that income should be treated. Here, § I. C. § 42-1209 is not silent on the 
fundamental question before the agency - which is what standard should be applied when 
deciding whether an encroachment is permissible. Instead, I. C. § 42-1209 makes clear that an 
encroachment is permissible if does not "materially or unreasonably interfere" with the irrigation 
districts "use and enjoyment" ofa given easement or right-of-way. I. C. § 42-1209 (emphasis 
added). Further I.C. § 42-1209 only gives an irrigation district the right to deny written 
permission, the statute does not give an irrigation district any mandate to administer laws or 
make rulings. 
Given that the Legislature expressly included the standard to be used when determining 
whether an encroachment was proper, and expressly stated that an encroachment can only be 
removed if the encroachment constitutes a material or unreasonable interference, there is no 
reason for extending PID deference in its interpretation and application of I. C. § 42-1209. 
Instead, given that the standard is clearly articulated in the statute, the standard of judicial review 
is clear and I. C. § 42-1209 leaves no room or need for deference to interpretation by PID. 
Therefore, unlike J.R. Simplot, and contrary to the position articulated by PID, the at-issue 
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statutes are not silent on the fundamental question and therefore judicial deference is not due PID 
in its interpretation and application of I. C. § 42-1209. 
One further aspect from J.R. Simplot bears mention - the role of the courts in interpreting 
and applying the law to disputed facts. See id., 120 Idaho at 853,820 P.2d at 1210 (holding that 
"[i]t is fundamental that the judiciary has the ultimate responsibility to construe legislative 
language to determine the law"). Given that the factors justifying administrative deference do 
not apply to the facts of this case, the default rule regarding judicial review does apply. In that 
circumstance, the court is charged with evaluating the facts, interpreting the law, and rendering a 
decision. Here, the Court is charged with determining whether existing encroachments constitute 
material and unreasonable interference with PID's use and enjoyment of its easements and 
rights-of-way. This is not an administrative matter for the Court to decide, as PID argues in its 
Motion for Summary Judgment. Instead, it is a contested judicial matter for the Court to resolve, 
just as it would any other case where there is a dispute between two parties about the meaning of 
a statute, and the application of that statute to particular facts. 
4. The Legislature Did Not Depart from the Standard of Review Articulated in 
Nampa & Meridian Irr. Dist. 
It should also be noted that PID seeks a ruling that would effectively shield irrigation 
districts from judicial review. Under PID's proposed construction of!. C. § 42-1209, PID and 
only PID, should have discretion to consider whether a proposed or existing encroachment 
constitutes a material interference. So long as PID could articulate any basis for its 
determination that the encroachment interfered, PID could deny permission to encroach andlor 
remove existing encroachments. This would have a devastating impact on communities where 
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the irrigations districts are located because if the districts take an unreasonable position there 
could be no meaningful recourse through the courts. 
Instead of the interpretation urged by PID, the proper interpretation of I. C. § 42-1209 
should allow an irrigation district to review proposed encroachments. If the irrigation district 
refuses permission, a party seeking to encroach could challenge the decision judicially and the 
Court could determine whether the proposed encroachment constituted a material and 
unreasonable interference. This objective review would ensure that the purpose of the statute is 
satisfied, give irrigation districts the first opportunity to review proposed encroachments, and 
still allow parties a meaningful avenue to challenge the irrigation district's determination. 
Further, where the courts, not the irrigation district, apply the legal standards, both parties will 
have incentive to be objective and resolution oriented in ways they might not with the playing 
field severely tilted in one direction. 
Review of existing encroachments could proceed in precisely the same fashion as 
occurred in Nampa & Meridian 1rr. Dist. If the irrigation district determined that an existing 
encroachment constituted a material and unreasonable interference, the irrigation district could 
file an action to seek removal of the existing encroachment. The relevant standard for the court 
to decide would be whether the existing encroachment constituted a material or unreasonable 
interference. If yes, the encroachment should be removed. If no, the encroachment could remain 
and the action resolved accordingly. 
Viewed in this light, it is clear that the legislature did not materially change the landscape 
for evaluating proposed encroachments on irrigation district easements and rights-of-way when it 
enacted I. C. § 42-1209. Undoubtedly, the Legislature included a written permission 
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requirement that previously did not exist. This addition is significant and constituted a 
substantive change in the law. However, as it relates to the standard for removal and/or the 
procedure for determining whether a material interference exists, the Legislature did not make 
the sweeping changes that PID would like the Court to recognize. Instead, the Legislature 
expressly recognized the procedure followed by the Court in Nampa & Meridian frr. Dist., 
which allows remedies for an existing encroachment, provided the court agrees with the 
irrigation district that the encroachment resulted in a material and unreasonable interference. See 
also JR. Simplot, Therefore the default rule favoring judicial review applies. ld., 120 Idaho at 
853, 820 P.2d at 1210 (holding that "[i]t is fundamental that the judiciary has the ultimate 
responsibility to construe legislative language to determine the law"). 
E. Approval of a developments plans do not constitute "Permitting" under I. C. § 42-
1209 
PID advances a novel - yet potentially far-reaching theory of liability against Caldwell -
in Section F. (Page 38) of its opening brief. Essentially, PID seeks a ruling from the Court that 
by approving development plans containing "outfalls" or storm water discharge points, Caldwell 
is liable to PID for the expenses of removing any unauthorized outfalls. Notably, PID cites no 
authority for this dubious theory. Nor could it, because as discussed below, Caldwell is not 
liable under I. C. § 42-1209 for approving development plans designed pursuant to the 
requirements of the Manual because the plans would not constitute "encroachments" so as to 
"interfere" with PID's use and enjoyment. 
PID's argument fails for several independent reasons. First, PID has no evidence that an 
"outfall" is an encroachment within the purview of I. C. § 42-1209. It would therefore be 
inappropriate for the Court to rule as a matter of law that outfalls constitute encroachments. 
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Further, it is inappropriate for the Court to rule that these hypothetical outfalls could constitute a 
basis of potential liability for Caldwell and its citizens-when there is no information before the 
Court whether a particular outfall (1) is an encroachment; and (2) if that outfall materially and 
unreasonably interferes with PID's use and enjoyment of its claimed facilities as would be 
required as a predicate to removal under I. C. § 42-1209. 
As discussed above, developers who follow the requirements of the Manual do not cause 
any encroachment on PID's claimed facilities. Although PID attempts to gloss over the meaning 
of the language in I. C. § 42-1209, the language used in I. C. § 42-1209 have specific definitions. 
For example "encroachment" is defined by Black's Law Dictionary to mean "1. An infringement 
of another's rights. 2. An interference with or intrusion onto another's property." Black's Law 
Dictionary (8th Ed. 2004); see also City of Albuquerque v. Jackson Bros., Inc., 823 P.2d 949,950 
(N.M. Ct. App. 1991) (stating that "the agreement covers an encroachment which, by definition, 
means an illegal intrusion upon the lands of another"). Similarly, the term "interfere" has a 
specific meaning in the law. See Huckaby v. Cheatham, 612 S.E.2d 810,814 (Ga. App. 2005) 
("The word 'interfere' is defined as '[t]o check; hamper; hinder; infringe; encroach; trespass; 
disturb; intervene; intermeddle; interpose."') (quoting Black's Law Dictionary (5th Ed. 1979). 
Given these specific legal meanings, whether a particular development results in an 
"encroachment" that "interferes" with PID's use and enjoyment of its claimed facilities 
necessarily involves a case-by-case factual and legal determination. A court would, for example, 
have to determine the nature and extent of the historical drainage rights, whether other 
agreements and/or factors exist that allow for the discharge, and whether the discharge results in 
a material and/or unreasonable interference. 
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Crucially, if the development's storm drainage system is properly engineered and 
designed, the Manual expressly protects downstream hydrology and water quality and therefore 
should not result in any "encroachment" that would "interfere" with PID's use and enjoyment. 
See Manual §§ 100.2, 100.2.1-100.2.3, 100.4, 101.1.2. The Manual requires developers to 
present engineered plans that satisfy these requirements. Additionally, the Manual has a stated 
requirement that "design of new discharging facilities shall be subject to the review of the entity 
operating or maintaining the canal, ditch, drain or pond." Manual § 101.1.5. The Manual is 
clear that "[a]ny development proposing to increase the rate or reduce the quality of discharge 
from a site may be denied permission to discharge." Id. 
Therefore if the requirements of the Manual are followed, and PID has introduced no 
evidence to the contrary in support of its summary judgment motion, there is no basis from 
which PID can seek a blanket ruling that through its Manual, Caldwell "causes or permits" 
unauthorized "encroachments" that result in unlawful "interference" for which Caldwell could 
properly be held to account under I. C. § 42-1209. Instead, as set forth above, Caldwell merely 
requires the development community to utilize valid, existing drainage rights such that the 
properties to be developed do not lose valuable drainage rights simply because PID has enacted 
an arbitrary policy of refusing to accept storm water. 
PID's requested holding should be seen for what it is - a masked attempt by PID to 
obtain through the City's Manual and development process that which it cannot obtain through 
the Court system. Essentially, PID is asking the Court to make a prospective ruling that by 
approving development plans showing storm water outfalls into PID's claimed facilities, 
Caldwell has approved "unlawful" encroachments that are subject to removal under I. C. § 42-
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1209. However, as is clear from the foregoing discussion, whether an encroachment is unlawful 
and results in an interference is necessarily a case-by-case issue, requiring individualized inquiry 
by the Court about whether the outfall is an encroachment and, if so, whether the encroachment 
materially and unreasonably interferes with the district's use and enjoyment. 
If the Court were to approve PID's requested interpretation of!. C. § 42-1209, Caldwell 
would be forced into the untenable situation of disallowing all development plans reflecting 
storm water outfalls - even if those outfalls were consistent with historic drainage rights for the 
parcels to be drained, and even if the outfalls resulted in a net reduction of water quantity or an 
improvement in water quality. Caldwell would be placed in this position because it simply could 
not prejudge whether a Court would later confirm that the historic practices exist that allow for 
precisely the quantities of water draining from the property at-issue. If this were the situation, 
developers lose valuable property rights (the right to drain surface water) simply because PID 
obtained a blanket ruling stating that Caldwell is liable for "permitting" outfalls that have not 
been approved in writing. Additionally, this would result in significant financial hardship to the 
Caldwell development community and, more generally, its citizenry. Ultimately, PID would 
succeed in its stated goal of disallowing all urban storm water - even though it has no valid, legal 
basis to do so. 
The better approach is to deny PID's requested relief. IfPID later determines that a 
particular outfall or proposed outfall constitutes a material or unreasonable interference, it can go 
to Court and make its case against the allegedly encroaching party. See e.g., Deisler v. City of 
Dearborn 1997 WL 33352907, *4 (Mich. App. April 8, 1997) (unreported) ("Issuing permits 
that enable another to create the nuisance is not sufficient to impose liability."). In Deisler, the 
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appellate court properly dismissed the plaintiffs' claims against the city, where the city only 
approved the plans based on the then controlling ordinance. Id As was the case in Deisler, PID 
should not be allowed to obtain a prospective ruling against the City, effectively foreclosing the 
approval of any development plans showing storm water outfalls into PID's claimed facilities. 
PID's proposed interpretation of Caldwell's liability under 1. C. § 42-1209 fails for 
another independent reason. Accepting PID's proposed interpretation of!. C. § 42-1209 would 
effectively allow an end run around the provisions of the Idaho Tort Claims Act. If an irrigation 
district were allowed to sue Caldwell to recover the costs of removing an allegedly unlawful 
encroachment, such an award would constitute an award of money damages, and the provisions 
of the Idaho Tort Claims Act would apply. 
As the Court is well aware, all claims for damages are subject to the administrative 
process required by the Idaho Tort Claims Act, and the strict time limitations required by the Act 
would apply. See Bryant v. City of Blackfoot, 137 Idaho 307, 312, 48 P.3d 636, 641 (2002) ("I. 
C. § 50-219 expressly incorporates by reference the notice of claim provisions of the Tort Claims 
Act for all claims against a city, including contract claims."). It would undercut the provisions of 
the Idaho Tort Claims Act if the Court were to make a blanket ruling that by approving 
development plans that reflect a storm water outfall into PID's claimed facilities, that Caldwell is 
liable for the expenses of removing these outfalls - no matter when, no matter where, and no 
matter the amount of delay between when PID first became aware of the outfalls and demanded 
removal of the same. A ruling on PID's favor could potentially open the door to a flood of 
untimely claims for removal - even though PID was aware of the outfalls for far longer than the 
180-day period allowed by the Idaho Tort Claims Act. The Court can avoid this result by 
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denying PID' s request for a ruling on the "cause or pennit" language in I. C. § 42-1209 and PID 
can proceed on a case-by-case basis as necessary and appropriate. 
F. The Court Should Disregard The Procedural and Background Section of PI D's 
Memorandum 
By its own admission, PID states that the 12 pages of background infonnation are not 
relevant to the ruling that PID seeks regarding I.C. 42-1209. (PID's Memorandum in Support of 
Motion for Partial Summary Judgment ("PID's Memo") at 3). Caldwell agrees that the section is 
irrelevant. Moreover, the section is based on an Affidavit submitted by Alan Newbill and the 
history report filed by Ms. Stevens. Id at fn. 1. Caldwell has filed motions objecting to the 
affidavit of Mr. Newbill and the history report of Ms. Stevens and hereby incorporates it 
objections as if set forth fully herein. 
G. PID Fails to Address the Question of Whether The Manual Conflicts with I.C. 42-
1209 
PID expends several pages of it memorandum addressing whether certain statutes conflict 
with I.C. § 42-1209. (PID's Memo at 18-26). Caldwell agrees that the statutes analyzed by PID 
do not conflict; the parties are in agreement as to the lack of conflict between the statutes 
pursuant to which Caldwell derives relevant police powers and I.C. § 42-1209. However, PID's 
focus on the police powers statutes is misplaced. As the lawsuit is postured by PID's complaint, 
the real issue is whether the Manual conflicts with I.C. § 42-1209. As set forth in Caldwell's 
Memorandum is Support of Caldwell's Motion for Summary Judgment, Caldwell contends that 
the Manual is a valid exercise of its police power and is not in conflict with I.C. § 42-1209. 
(Caldwell Memo at 22-30). 
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III. CONCLUSION 
Based on the foregoing, the Court should deny PID's request for partial summary 
judgment. First, each of the six requested holdings is premised upon the existence of valid 
easements and rights-of-way. Here, PID has not established such rights, solely basing its 
claimed rights on an inapplicable statute, I.C. § 42-1102. Second, each of PID' s requested 
holdings requires the showing of an encroachment which materially or unreasonably interferes 
with the use and enjoyment of PI D's asserted right to clean, maintain and repair its claimed 
facilities. Here, PID has not shown and cannot show that there has been any encroachment, let 
alone a material or unreasonable interference, with these narrow claimed rights. Third, PID 
requests holdings that would provide PID with broad power to prohibit and remove discharges, 
with no meaningful judicial oversight. There is simply no support for PID' s request at law. The 
language of the statute only provides PID with the right to deny written permission to a requested 
encroachment with will materially or unreasonably interfere with PID's rights to clean, maintain, 
and repair its facilities. There is no authority by which to endow PID with rule making or quasi-
judicial authority. Fourth, PID requests a holding that would allow PID to prohibit and remove 
discharges put in place in compliance with the Manual. This ruling should be rejected as it could 
affect the rights of absent parties. Finally, there is no factual basis upon which to find that a 
discharge made pursuant to the Manual constitutes a per se material and unreasonable 
interference by Caldwell of PI D's supposed easements rights under 42-1102. 
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DATED this 11th day of August, 2009. 
HOLLAND & HART LLP 
By _____ ~~6 _____ ___=_-
Erik F. Stidham, for the firm -., 
Attorneys for Defendant City of Caldwell 
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